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Mr. Pastor. Good afternoon. We have before us today the Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, Jo-Ellen Darcy. This is 
Ms. Darcy’s first appearance before the subcommittee and we wel- 
come you. But you have already provided us with much assistance 
and we look forward to continuing to work with you. And today we 
have the Chief of the Engineers, who is a Lieutenant General. You 
have been with us now, what, at least a couple years. 

General Van Antwerp. It is my third year. 

Mr. Pastor. Third year. And good to see you Major General Wil- 
liam Grisoli. And Gary Loew. Where is Gary? Oh, there’s Gary. 
Good to see you, Gary. They are here today to present the adminis- 
tration’s budget request for the Corps of Engineers. I would also 
like to introduce Marie Vanderpool. Where is Marie? There is 
Marie. Marie has joined us this year from the Corps’ district office 
in Fort Worth. That ought to make you happy, Chet. 

Mr. Edwards. Absolutely. 

Mr. Pastor. And we are very happy to have her. As you know, 
every year we have someone as a liaison, and they do great work 
for us every year as we prepare the budget. So we want to thank 
you and we look forward to working with you, because we look to 
her for guidance and recommendations. 

The fiscal year 2011 budget request for the Corps program totals 
$4.9 billion, a reduction of $506 million from the fiscal year 2010 
enacted level. As with most budgets for the Corps of Engineers, 
past budgets, this budget continues to disappoint us. I understand 
that the administration has made difficult choices in a constrained 
fiscal environment, but providing adequate and efficient navigation 
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channels and flood control to the Nation are vital to our economy 
and also are a factor in maintaining and adding jobs. 

Ms. Darcy, I will be interested today in hearing your defense of 
the choices made in the Corps’ fiscal year 2011 budget request, fis- 
cal year 2010 execution and the overall Corps management. Ms. 
Darcy, I would ask your assistance in ensuring that the hearing 
record, the questions for the record and any supporting information 
requested by the subcommittee be delivered in final form to the 
subcommittee no later than 4 weeks from the time you receive 
them, and that is so that we can make informed decisions. Mem- 
bers who have additional questions for the record will have until 
close of business tomorrow to provide them to the subcommittee of- 
fice. 

With these opening comments, I would like to yield to the com- 
mittee’s ranking member for any opening comments that he may 
have. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure 
to be serving with you again and all members of the committee and 
the great staff that makes us look good. We appreciate it. I would 
like to add my welcome to Secretary Darcy as she attends her first 
hearing before the subcommittee. You know the Hill pretty well 
and I think you know that traditionally and historically members 
of this committee love the Army Corps and obviously will learn to 
hold you in affection as well. And to General Van Antwerp and 
your colleagues, thank you very much for being here. 

I would also like to take this opportunity, I am sure I do it on 
behalf of the whole committee, to thank the men and women of the 
Corps for their hard work both here and overseas. They serve, you 
serve, in some of the most difficult and dangerous places in the 
world and I don’t think you get enough recognition. Recently in 
Haiti, providing relief and doing all sorts of things to rebuild the 
harbor and providing some pretty basic necessities, and your con- 
tinued work in Afghanistan; a lot of work has been going on re- 
cently in Iraq. I think a figure is close to 10,000 civilians in the 
Army Corps, correct me if I am wrong, have spent some time in 
Iraq and Afghanistan over the last 7 or 8 years, and we are highly 
appreciative of that service and that sacrifice. And that is done vol- 
untarily. While we have a volunteer military, not all those who 
work for the Corps do have to volunteer, but 10,000 I think have 
and we certainly congratulate them. 

I just wanted to take a moment before we begin to pay tribute 
to one of your own, Colonel John O’Dowd, who passed away on Jan- 
uary 21st, a son of New Jersey. Colonel O’Dowd was the New York 
District Commander from 2001 to 2004 and had a long and distin- 
guished career serving our country at home and abroad, and he did 
it at a time in the New York-New Jersey region in the aftermath 
of September 11, 2001. I for one will never forget the work of the 
Corps and a lot of other great people and his leadership in that re- 
gard. We were sorry to hear about his sudden death, and please 
know that our thoughts and prayers go with his family and to the 
Corps family as well. He will be surely missed. 

Mr. Chairman, my constituents are united in one thing: We have 
to stop spending so much of their money here in Washington. With 
ballooning deficits and continued unemployment, they want to keep 
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more of their money at home. But when Congress does spend their 
money, they assume that it will be spent wisely and that whatever 
is spent can be considered to be a sound long-term investment, and 
I think that is what the Corps is all about. And that applies wheth- 
er it is regular appropriations or stimulus. 

When I look over the administration’s request for our subcommit- 
tee’s consideration, major cuts are proposed for water programs. 
Your budget request is cut, as the chairman said, over $500 million 
from last year, your work to keep our waterways open and our de- 
fenses against flooding strong is critically important. Past invest- 
ments and projects have shown their value many fold. 

Strangely, among your major program lines only aquatic restora- 
tion has increased. Navigation funding, however, is cut by nearly 
8 percent, flood protection by almost 17 percent. Is the condition 
of our navigation system strong enough to justify this? Are our cit- 
ies and homes so safe from future flooding that we can actually 
take away funding in order to fund other environmental projects? 
I am sure we will explore some of these issues this afternoon. 

A month ago a lock gate failed at Greenup. I know Greenup is 
in Kentucky, but that failure closed down the Ohio River, correct 
me if I am wrong, that navigation system for 3 or 4 days. And that 
type of situation could happen across the system, unless we provide 
significant new funding for our navigation system, one estimate is 
that 80 percent of our locks will be obsolete in another 10 years. 
I don’t think that cutting navigation funds by nearly 8 percent 
makes much sense. 

Madam Secretary, General, the Office of Management and Budg- 
et obviously controls your lives and to some extent ours. OMB 
should be helping you solve some of these problems. While I sup- 
port smarter and smaller budgets overall, I have serious concerns 
about some of the priorities expressed in the documents before us. 
I hope we can have a constructive discussion today about the real 
analytical work that went into these documents. 

I thank you, Mr. Pastor, for the time and happy to yield back. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you very much, Rodney. We will take 5 min- 
utes for questions, and we will keep time more or less within the 
5. And so before we ask questions we will have the opening state- 
ment from Ms. Darcy. And as you know we have a written state- 
ment, so we will submit that for the record, and you may continue. 

Ms. Darcy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and distinguished mem- 
bers of the subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to present 
the President’s budget for the Civil Works Program of the Army 
Corps of Engineers for fiscal year 2011. With me today are Lieuten- 
ant General Robert Van Antwerp, Chief of Engineers for the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, Major General Bill Grisoli, who is the 
Deputy Commander for Civil and Emergency Operations, and Gary 
Loew, who is the Chief of the Civil Works Program’s Integration 
Division. I will summarize my written statement and ask that my 
full statement be included in the record. 

The fiscal year 2011 President’s budget for the Civil Works Pro- 
gram is $4,939,000,000. The budget supports four principal objec- 
tives: Funding construction of the highest performing water re- 
sources infrastructure investments that will provide the best return 
from a national perspective; supporting the Nation’s navigation 
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network by funding capital development achievable within current 
revenues; advancing aquatic ecosystem restoration efforts and con- 
tinuing to meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act; 
and emphasizing critical maintenance and operational reliability of 
the existing civil works infrastructure. 

The budget focuses funding primarily on three main Civil Works 
Program areas: commercial navigation, flood and coastal storm 
damage reduction, and aquatic ecosystem restoration. The budget 
also supports hydropower, recreation, environmental stewardship, 
and water supply services at existing resources projects owned or 
operated by the Corps. 

Finally, the budget provides for protection of the Nation’s regu- 
lated waters and wetlands, cleanup of sites contaminated as a re- 
sult of the Nation’s early efforts to develop atomic weapons, and 
emergency preparedness and training. 

In keeping with President Obama’s commitment to limit the 
overall level of nonsecurity discretionary spending, the level of 
funding and the 2011 civil works budget is a reduction from both 
the 2010 budget and the 2010 appropriations. However, the 2011 
funding level reflects a practical, effective, and a sound use of the 
Nation’s financial resources. 

The Army continues to apply objective performance guidelines to 
many competing civil works construction projects in order to estab- 
lish priorities among them and to guide the allocation of funds to 
high performing ongoing projects and high performing new con- 
struction starts. These guidelines emphasize investments that pro- 
vide the best return from a national perspective and achieving eco- 
nomic, environmental, and public safety objectives. 

The budget includes two construction new starts and several new 
initiatives. One of the construction new starts is the Louisiana 
Coastal Area Program, which will provide funding for the construc- 
tion of projects coming out of the study by the same name, after 
they have favorably completed the Administration review. The 
other construction new start is a nonstructural flood damage reduc- 
tion program in Onion Creek, Texas. 

Within the Operation and Maintenance Program there is funding 
for a new global change sustainability program to assess the im- 
pacts of climate change on Civil Works projects. Understanding 
those impacts will enable the Corps to identify operational and 
other modifications to anticipate and to respond to climate change. 

Last year, the Administration proposed legislation for a new user 
fee to increase revenue in the Inland Waterway Trust Fund, and 
that proposal remains available for consideration by Congress in 
support of the 2011 budget. The Army continues to work in part- 
nership with the inland waterway stakeholders to identify prior- 
ities and an effective funding stream for inland waterway construc- 
tion and rehabilitation for the next 20 years, which could be made 
possible by enactment of a new funding mechanism. 

The budget provides $180 million for the South Florida Ever- 
glades Ecosystem Restoration Program, which includes funding for 
continued construction of five significant restoration projects: Pica- 
yune Strand, Site One Impoundment, Indian River Lagoon South, 
Kissimmee River, and the C— 111 project. 
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The budget also supports work on other major ecosystem initia- 
tives, in part through Federal interagency working groups headed 
by the Council on Environmental Quality. The budget includes a 
total of $52 million for one such effort, which is the California Bay 
Delta restoration. 

Within the ongoing Cultural Resources Program, $3 million is in- 
cluded to continue the Veterans Curation Project, which was ini- 
tially funded through the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act and recently received the Annual Chairman’s Award from the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The Veterans Curation 
Project supports small curation laboratories in Augusta, Georgia; 
St. Louis, Missouri; and here in Washington, D.C., three cities with 
high populations of recently returning and wounded veterans. The 
veterans are hired into temporary positions and receive on-the-job 
training in curation of some of the backlog of archeological and his- 
toric properties that have come into the Corps’ possession over the 
years. This is an innovative approach to supporting returning and 
disabled veterans of all branches of military service with jobs in 
training and a variety of technical skills with broad applicability 
while benefiting the Civil Works Program. I spoke at the opening 
of the lab in Augusta and I was moved by the stories of how this 
program has given hope to our recovering veterans. 

In conclusion, this is a frugal budget that reflects the priorities 
of a nation that is both at war and successfully navigating its way 
out of economic upheaval. While this budget does not fund all of 
the good things that the Corps of Engineers is capable of doing, it 
will support very important investments that will yield long-term 
returns for the Nation’s citizens. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to support the 2011 budget of the 
Army Civil Works Program. Thank you very much. 

[The statement of Ms. Darcy follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the 
opportunity to present the President’s Budget for the Civil Works Program of the Army 
Corps of Engineers for Fiscal Year (FY) 201 1 . 


OVERVIEW 

The FY 201 1 Budget supports four principal objectives: 

• Focus on the construction of those high performing projects that provide the best 
return from a national perspective in contributing to the economy, restoring aquatic 
ecosystems, and reducing risks to human safety; 

• Support future capital investments for the inland waterways by proposing that 
Congress enact a new funding mechanism to raise the revenue needed to meet the 
authorized 50 percent non-Federal cost-share in a way that is efficient and 
equitable; 

• Advance aquatic ecosystem restoration efforts, including restoration of Florida’s 
Everglades, the California Bay Delta, and the Louisiana coast, as well as continuing 
to meet the requirements of the Endangered Species Act, particularly in the 
Columbia River and the Missouri River Basins; and 

• Within the O&M program, give priority to investments in the operational reliability, 
safety, and availability of key existing Civil Works infrastructure. 

The Budget focuses funding for development and restoration of the Nation's water 
and related resources within three main Civil Works program areas: commercial 
navigation, flood and coastal storm damage reduction, and aquatic ecosystem restoration. 
Additionally, the Budget supports hydropower, recreation, environmental stewardship, and 
water supply services at existing water resources projects owned or operated by the 
Corps. Finally, the Budget provides for protection of the Nation’s regulated waters and 
wetlands; cleanup of sites contaminated as a result of the Nation’s early efforts to develop 
atomic weapons; and emergency preparedness and training. The Budget does not fund 
work that should be the responsibility of non-Federal interests or other Federal agencies, 
such as wastewater treatment and municipal and industrial water treatment and 
distribution. 


FY 2011 DISCRETIONARY FUNDING LEVEL 

The total new discretionary funding of $4,939 billion in the FY 2011 Budget will keep 
the Civil Works program moving forward to help revitalize the economy and provide for 
restoration and stewardship of the environment. The Budget also proposes cancellation of 
the unobligated balance of funding previously provided in the Mississippi River and 
Tributaries account for construction of the Yazoo Pumps project. 
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In keeping with President Obama’s decision to constrain the overall level of non- 
security discretionary spending, the level of funding for the Civil Works program in the 
201 1 budget is a reduction from both the 2010 budget and the enacted 2010 
appropriations. However, the 2011 funding level reflects a practical, effective, and a sound 
use of the Nation's resources and focuses on key investments that are in the best interest 
of the Nation. 

Within the $4,939 billion total, $1.69 billion is budgeted for projects in the 
Construction account, and $2,361 billion is budgeted for activities funded in the Operation 
and Maintenance (O&M) account. 

The FY 2011 Budget also includes $104 million for Investigations; $240 million for 
Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tributaries; $30 million for Flood Control and Coastal 
Emergency; $1 93 million for the Regulatory Program; $130 million for the Formerly Utilized 
Sites Remedial Action Program; $185 million for the Expenses account; and $6 million for 
the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Works. 

The FY 2010-1014 Five Year Development Plan (FYDP) was recently provided to 
the relevant Committees of Congress. Projections in the FYDP are formula driven. They 
do not represent budget decisions or budget policy beyond FY 2010, but they can provide 
perspective on the Army Civil Works program and budget. 


NEW INVESTMENTS IN FY 2011 

The Civil Works budget includes two construction new starts and several other new 
initiatives in the Investigations and O&M accounts. 

In the Construction account, the budget includes $19 million for a new start for 
construction of projects under the Louisiana Coastal Area program. These funds will be 
applied to construct authorized restoration projects with reports that have favorably 
completed Executive Branch review. The budget also includes $10 million to initiate a 
nonstructural flood damage reduction project at Onion Creek, Lower Colorado River Basin, 
Texas. 


In the Investigations account, two new national efforts are funded: $2 million for a 
Water Resources Priorities Study - a high-priority evaluation of the Nation's vulnerability to 
flooding. The Investigations account also includes $500,000 for continued support of the 
revised Principles and Guidelines to direct future planning for water resources projects, 
including development of detailed planning procedures to implement the revised Principles 
and Guidelines. 

The O&M program includes $10 million for a new Global Changes Sustainability 
program to assess the impacts of climate change on Civil Works projects, update drought 
contingency plans, enhance Federal collaboration, and increase partnerships with non- 
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Federal stakeholders and programs. Understanding those impacts will enable the Corps 
to identify operational and other modifications to anticipate and respond to climate change. 
Also included in the O&M account is $3 million to initiate a Coastal Data Information 
Program to provide long-term coastal wave observations nationwide, to develop tools for 
using wave and other data for managing coastal sediments, and to support sustainable 
coastal and navigation projects under a changing climate. 


INLAND WATERWAYS USER FEE PROPOSAL 

The FY 201 1 budget proposes to allocate $158.1 million for capital investment 
(construction, replacement, rehabilitation, and expansion of projects) on the inland 
waterways, of which $82.3 million would be derived from the Inland Waterways Trust 
Fund. Last year, the Army submitted proposed legislation to the Congress on behalf of the 
Administration for a new user fee. That proposal is awaiting action by Congress and is 
reflected in the FY 201 1 budget. In addition, the Army continues to work with the inland 
waterway stakeholders to explore other possible options to achieve the purposes of this 
legislative proposal, which are to raise the needed revenue from the commercial users of 
these waterways and to do so in a way that is efficient and equitable. The Administration 
has shown flexibility and is working to move the process forward. At this point, however, I 
would like to emphasize that neither the Corps nor the Army supports, or has accepted or 
endorsed, any particular out-year schedule or funding proposal for the inland waterways, 
or any alternative to the lock usage fee legislative proposal that Army submitted to 
Congress in May 2009. 


AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION 

The budget places priority on aquatic ecosystem restoration and provides $180 
million for the Corps for the South Florida/Everglades ecosystem restoration program. The 
budget includes funding for continued construction of five significant restoration projects in 
this program: Picayune Strand; Site One Impoundment; Indian River Lagoon South; 
Kissimmee River, and the C-111 (South Dade) project. 

The budget also supports work on other major ecosystem-wide initiatives, such as 
the $58 million for Corps' ecosystem restoration and other water resources studies and 
projects in the California Bay Delta, including: Coyote and Berryessa Creeks; Hamilton 
Airfield Wetlands Restoration; Napa River Salt Marsh Restoration, Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta Islands and Levees; and Santa Ana River Mainstem, a flood and coastal 
damage risk reduction construction project. 

The budget increases funding by 44% over last year’s budget for the Lower 
Columbia River Fish Mitigation project to mitigate the impact of Corps dams on migrating 
salmon. Nearly $138 million will be used to construct bypasses, improve fish ladders and 
for other activities that support salmon habitat. Similarly the budget supports ongoing work 
on the Missouri Fish and Wildlife Recovery project with $78 million to construct habitat and 
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connect floodplains that had been degraded, for the benefit of the endangered pallid 
sturgeon and other species. 


ONGOING PRIORITIES IN THE O&M ACCOUNT 

Two particular ongoing activities in the O&M account merit special attention. First, 
the O&M account includes $1 5 million for the expansion of the National Levee Inventory 
database to include available information on levees of other Federal agencies and all of 
the states. The Corps will work with stakeholders to facilitate their use of the Database for 
local levee safety programs. In addition, the Corps will continue development of a levee 
risk screening and classification process. 

The budget for the Cultural Resources program in the O&M account is increased to 
$5.5 million to include $3 million to continue the Veterans Curation Project, which received 
funding in FY 2009 from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). The 
Veterans Curation Project temporarily employs and trains wounded and returning veterans 
in the curation of archeological and historic properties that have come into the Corps' 
possession over the years as a result of construction at water project sites around the 
country, thus advancing the Corps' curation program while providing employment and 
transferrable skills that improve future employment opportunities of the veterans who work 
in the labs. 


PLANNING IMPROVEMENTS AND PERFORMANCE-BASED BUDGETING 

Working through the Chief of Engineers, the Army continues to strengthen and 
improve the planning expertise of the Corps, including greater support for planning Centers 
of Expertise, better integration of project purposes, and greater reliability of cost estimates 
and schedules in both planning and programming processes. 

The FY 201 1 Budget continues the Army's commitment to a performance-based 
approach to budgeting for the Civil Works program. Competing investment opportunities 
for studies, design, construction, and operation and maintenance were evaluated using 
multiple metrics. The Army used and will continue to use objective, performance criteria to 
guide its recommendations on the allocation of funds. 

The Army applied objective performance guidelines to establish priorities and guide 
the allocation of funds to high-performing ongoing construction projects and new 
construction starts. These guidelines focus on those investments within three main mission 
areas of the Corps that provide the best return from a national perspective in achieving 
economic, environmental, and public safety objectives. Similarly, the Army used objective 
performance criteria to allocate O&M funds in the FY 2011 Budget. The O&M criteria 
consider both the condition of the project and the potential consequences for project 
performance if the O&M activity were not undertaken in FY 201 1 . 
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In FY 201 1 the Corps will focus efforts on developing new strategies, along with 
other Federal agencies and non-Federal project partners, to better manage, protect, and 
restore the nation's water and related land resources, including floodplains, flood-prone 
areas, and related aquatic ecosystems. The Corps also will continue to pursue 
management reforms that improve project cost and schedule performance to ensure the 
greatest value from invested resources, while strengthening the accountability and 
transparency of the way in which taxpayer dollars are being spent. 


AMERICAN RECOVERY AND REINVESTMENT ACT 

The Corps continues the work funded in the ARRA. The Act provided $4.6 billion 
for the Civil Works program. That amount includes $2 billion for Construction; $2,075 
billion for O&M; $375 million for Mississippi River and Tributaries; $25 million for 
Investigations; $25 million for the Regulatory Program; and $1 00 million for the Formerly 
Used Sites Remedial Action Program. The Corps has allocated ARRA funds to more than 
800 projects in 49 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, and has completed 42 
projects. The ARRA appropriations for Civil Works will create or maintain direct 
construction industry jobs and indirect jobs in firms supplying or supporting the 
construction and the businesses that sell goods and services to these workers and their 
families 

The ARRA-funded Civil Works projects provide important support to the Nation’s 
small businesses in their economic recovery. Of the more than $2.8 billion of ARRA funds 
obligated thus far (62% of the total $4.6 billion), small business awards make up about 
74% of the total contract actions and account for about 47% of the ARRA funds obligated. 

Projects that received ARRA funds were selected on the basis of their long-term 
contribution to the Nation and their readiness for execution within the ARRA timeframe. 

The wide geographic distribution of ARRA funded projects helps to spread the employment 
and other benefits across the Nation. Funding also is distributed across Civil Works 
programs, including inland and coastal navigation, aquatic ecosystem restoration, flood 
risk management, hydropower, and more. 


CONCLUSION 

The Administration has made rebuilding America’s infrastructure a priority. 

Through resources provided for the Civil Works program in the President’s Budget for FY 
2011, the Army can help achieve this objective and help support the Nation’s economy and 
environment. The Army is committed to applying 21 s1 century technological advances to 
present day challenges, while protecting and restoring significant ecological resources. 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I am proud to present the FY 2011 
budget for the Army Civil Works program. I look forward to working with this 
Subcommittee in support of the President’s Budget. Thank you. 
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Mr. Pastor. Thank you, Ms. Darcy. General. 

General Van Antwerp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and distin- 
guished members of the subcommittee. It is a real honor to be be- 
fore you today. If you wouldn’t mind, I would like to make some 
introductions of this row that is right behind me because we 
brought all of our division commanders today. If you are wondering 
who is running the Corps we have got 36,000 great commanders 
out there, so we are in good hands even though all these folks are 
here. Some of this is their education. I will start over here on your 
left, my right. 

This is Duke DeLuca. He is with the North Atlantic Division out 
of New York City. Next to him is Rock Donahue. Rock is out of the 
South Pacific Division in San Francisco. This is General Mike 
Walsh. He is out of the Mississippi Valley Division in Vicksburg, 
Mississippi. Next to him is John McMahon from the Northwest Di- 
vision out in Portland, Oregon. And then of course Steve Stockton, 
who needs no introduction by anybody. 

I will start over here with Tony. Well, all the way over. Gene 
Ban is representing the Pacific Ocean Division. His commander is 
in Japan today, hosting a meeting. So Gene, nice to have you with 
us. This is Tony Funkhouser. He is the Commander of the South- 
west Division out of Dallas. Next is Todd Semonite, Commander of 
the South Atlantic Division out of Atlanta, Georgia. And General 
John Peabody, Lakes and Rivers Division. He is our Asian carp ex- 
pert. It is great to be with you here today. 

This budget is a performance-based budget. It makes the best 
use of available funds through a focus on projects and activities 
that provide the highest returns, both economic and environmental, 
and it makes the best investment we can and it really addresses 
significant risk where human safety comes in. 

The budget funds 99 construction projects, including four in the 
Mississippi River and Tributaries Account. There are 10 dam safe- 
ty assurance and seepage control and static instability correction 
projects. You might ask if were there more that could be done. 
These 10 all have the studies and the designs done. That is as 
many dam safety projects as we had at this point to be ready to 
move forward. There are 20 projects that address significant risk 
to human safety, and then 69 other projects. 

This budget supports restoration of nationally and regionally sig- 
nificant aquatic systems with emphasis on the Florida Everglades, 
Louisiana coastal area, and Hamilton Air Field in California, which 
is in the San Francisco Bay region. Also the budget supports the 
Columbia River and Missouri River fish projects to support the con- 
tinued operation of the Corps of Engineers’ multi-purpose projects. 

As soon as the Corps constructs a project our attention has to 
turn to operation and maintenance. Generally with periodic main- 
tenance, we can operate our facilities for many years. I might just 
give you one point of reference. Our 241 locks in the Corps of Engi- 
neers have an average age of 58.3 years old. So that is part of the 
challenge. Most of those had a design life of around 50 years, but 
they can go a long time if we properly maintain them. This budget 
supports our continued stewardship in this area. 
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The Operation and Maintenance Program for fiscal year 2011 in- 
cludes $2.36 billion and an additional $153 million in the Mis- 
sissippi River and Tributaries Account. 

We support the President’s commitment to continued sound de- 
velopment and management of the Nation’s water and related land 
resources. The way in which we manage our water resources can 
improve the quality of life for citizens. We found that even in Haiti 
one of the most important things early on is to get water back to 
the people and properly do that. 

The Corps of Engineers personnel from across the Nation con- 
tinue to respond to calls for help both domestically and internation- 
ally. As was mentioned, we have had almost 10,000 civilians de- 
ployed since we started Iraq and Afghanistan, and I will add an- 
other piece, Katrina. In those three areas, 10,000 people deployed. 
We currently have almost 800 people deployed into Afghanistan. 

I especially want to recognize those many, I call them expedi- 
tionary, they are both civilians and soldiers, that really provide 
this engineering expertise all over the world. Today we are in 34 
countries around the world. The unsung efforts of these patriotic 
men and women contribute greatly toward this Nation’s goals and 
restoring the economy, security, and quality of life for everyone. 

In closing, the Corps of Engineers is committed to staying at the 
leading edge of service to the Nation. We are committed to change 
that ensures an open, transparent and performance-based Civil 
Works Program. 

Sir, thank you for the opportunity comment and I look forward 
to your questions. 

[The statement of General Van Antwerp follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee: 

I am honored to be testifying before your subcommittee today, along with the Assistant 
Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, the Honorable Jo-Ellen Darcy, on the President's 
Fiscal Year 201 1 (FY1 1 ) Budget for the Civil Works Program of the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

My statement covers the following 5 topics: 

• Summary of FY1 1 Program Budget, 

• Investigations Program 

• Construction Program 

• Operation and Maintenance Program, and, 

• Value of the Civil Works Program to the Nation’s Economy and Defense 


SUMMARY OF FY11 PROGRAM BUDGET 
Introduction 

The Fiscal Year 201 1 Civil Works Budget is a performance-based budget, which reflects 
a focus on the projects and activities that provide the highest net economic and 
environmental returns on the Nation’s investment or address significant risk to human 
safety. The Budget also proposes cancellation of the unobligated balance of funding in 
the Mississippi River and Tributaries account that was previously provided for 
construction of the Yazoo Pumps project. The Reimbursed Program funding is 
projected to involve an additional $2.5 billion. 

Direct Program 

The Budget reflects the Administration's commitment to continued sound development 
and management of the Nation's water and related land resources. The Budget 
incorporates objective performance-based metrics for the construction program, funds 
the continued operation of commercial navigation and other water resource 
infrastructure, provides significant funding for the regulatory program to protect the 
Nation's waters and wetlands, and supports restoration of significant aquatic 
ecosystems, with emphasis on the Florida Everglades, Louisiana coast, California Bay- 
Delta, and Columbia River & Missouri River restoration efforts. Additionally, it 
emphasizes the basic need to fund emergency preparedness activities for the Corps as 
part of the regular budget process. 
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Reimbursed Program 

Through the Interagency and Intergovernmental Services Program we help non-DOD 
Federal agencies, state, local, and tribal governments, and other countries with timely, 
cost-effective implementation of their programs. Rather than develop their own internal 
workforce to oversee large design and construction projects, these agencies can turn to 
the Corps of Engineers, which has these capabilities, Such intergovernmental 
cooperation is effective for agencies and the taxpayer by using the skills and talents that 
we bring to our Civil Works and Military Program missions. The work is principally 
technical oversight and management of engineering, environmental, and construction 
contracts performed by private sector firms, and is totally financed by the Agencies we 
service. 

Currently, we provide reimbursable support for about 70 other Federal agencies and 
several state and local governments. Total reimbursement for such work in FY1 1 is 
projected to be $2.5 billion. The exact amount will depend on requests from the 
agencies. 


INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM 

The Budget for the Investigations program would enable the Corps to evaluate and 
design future projects that are most likley to be high-performing within the Corps three 
main mission areas: commercial navigation, flood and storm damage reduction, and 
aquatic ecosystem restoration. The budget includes $104 million for these and related 
activities in the Investigations account and $846,000 in the Mississippi River and 
Tributaries account. 


CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

Within available resources, the goal of the construction program is to produce high 
value to the Nation by delivering new, or replacing, rehabilitating, or expanding existing, 
flood damage reduction, environmental restoration, commercial navigation, or 
hydropower benefits that serve the Nation’s water resource needs. Our Fiscal Year 
2011 budget includes $1.69 billion in discretionary funding in the Construction account 
and $85.29 million in the Mississippi River and Tributaries account to further this 
objective. Consistent with this objective, the Budget also gives priority to projects that 
address a significant risk to human safety. 

Using objective performance measures, the budget allocates funding to 99 construction 
projects, including 4 Mississippi River and Tributaries projects, 10 dam safety 
assurance, seepage control, and static instability correction projects, 20 projects that 
address a significant risk to human safety, and 69 other projects. This program also 
includes, for example, significant funding for our efforts in the Columbia River Basin and 
Missouri River Basin to support the continued operation of Corps of Engineers multi- 
purpose projects by meeting the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. 
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Performance measures, which the Corps uses to establish priorities among projects, 
include the benefit-to-cost ratios for projects with economic outputs; and. for aquatic 
ecosystem restoration projects, the extent to which the project cost-effectively 
contributes to the restoration of a significant aquatic ecosystem. The selection process 
also gives priority to dam safety assurance, seepage control, static instability correction, 
and to projects that address a significant risk to human safety. Under each of these 
criteria, resources are allocated based on performance. This approach significantly 
improves the realization of benefits to the Nation from the Civil Works construction 
program and will improve overall program performance by allowing the Nation to realize 
the benefits of the projects with the best net returns (per dollar invested) sooner. 


OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 

The facilities owned and operated by, or on behalf of, the Corps of Engineers are aging. 
As stewards of this infrastructure, we are working to ensure that its key features 
continue to provide an appropriate level of service to the Nation. Sustaining such 
service poses a technical challenge in some cases, and proper maintenance is 
becoming more expensive in some cases as infrastructure ages. 

The Operation and Maintenance (O&M) program for the FY11 Budget includes $2,361 
billion, and an additional $153,864 million under the Mississippi River and Tributaries 
program, with a focus on the maintenance of key commercial navigation, flood and 
storm damage reduction, hydropower, and other facilities. Specifically, the operation 
and maintenance program supports completed works owned or operated by the Corps 
of Engineers, including administrative buildings and laboratories. Work to be 
accomplished includes dredging, repair, aquatic plant control, removal of sunken 
vessels, monitoring of completed coastal projects, and operation of structures and other 
facilities, as authorized in the various River and Harbor, Flood Control, and Water 
Resources Development Acts. 

One of the contributions the Civil Works program can make to the Nation is to support 
and create opportunities for returning and wounded veterans. Through continued 
funding of the Veterans Curation Project as part of the Cultural Resources program, the 
Corps can provide such support in ways that directly benefit the Civil Works program by 
address the backlog of historic properties needing curation, while also benefiting 
returning and wounded veterans. 


VALUE OF THE CIVIL WORKS PROGRAM TO 
THE NATION'S ECONOMY AND DEFENSE 

We are privileged to be part of an organization that directly contributes to the 
President’s priorities to secure the homeland and to revitalize the economy. 

The way in which we manage our water resources can improve the quality of our 
citizens' lives. It has affected where and how people live and influenced the 
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development of this country. The country today seeks economic development as well 
as the protection of environmental values. 

Corps of Engineers personnel from across the nation continue to respond to the call to 
help during national emergencies, such as hurricanes and the recent earthquake in 
Haiti. The critical work they are doing reduces the risk of damage to people and 
communities. 


Research and Development 

Civil Works Program research and development provides the nation with innovative 
engineering products, some of which can have applications in both civil and military 
infrastructure spheres. By creating products that improve the efficiency and 
competitiveness of the nation's engineering and construction industry and providing 
more cost-effective ways to operate and maintain infrastructure, Civil Works program 
research and development contributes to the national economy. 

The National Defense 

Internationally, the U S. Army Corps of Engineers continues to support the mission to 
help Afghanistan build foundations for democracy, freedom and prosperity. 

I also want to recognize the many Corps of Engineers civilians - each of whom is a 
volunteer - and Soldiers who are providing engineering expertise, quality construction 
management, and program and project management in other nations. The often 
unsung efforts of these patriotic men and women contribute daily toward this nation's 
goals of restoring the economy, security, and quality of life for all. 

In Afghanistan, the Corps is spearheading a comprehensive infrastructure program for 
the Afghan national army, and is also aiding in important public infrastructure projects. 


CONCLUSION 

The Corps of Engineers is committed to staying at the leading edge of service to the 
Nation. We are committed to change that ensures an open, transparent, and 
performance-based Civil Works Program. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee. This concludes my 
statement. 
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Mr. Pastor. Thank you, General, for your testimony. And I, as 
well as all my colleagues here, we also want to thank the patriots, 
the men and women who serve the Corps of Engineers, for the fine 
work they do regardless of where they are at, those in Iraq or Af- 
ghanistan, Katrina and other parts of our great country. 

Madam Secretary, one of the concerns I have is if the budget re- 
quest, if enacted as requested, I asked the staff what would be the 
preliminary result. And they have told me that it would be either 
a suspension or a termination of more than 350 studies or projects 
that are ongoing currently with the Corps. And that caused me to 
think of what would be the resulting jobs that would be eliminated, 
terminated, and what it would do to just the economic impact it 
would have in those communities where these projects would have 
to be delayed or terminated. And I ask that question and have that 
concern. Because as you know probably if there is one mantra that 
unites Republicans and Democrats, it’s job creation and the unem- 
ployment rate that we face. And so I would ask you how would you 
ask us to defend this budget request, if enacted, when we know 
that that would be one of the major consequences of this budget. 

Ms. Darcy. Mr. Pastor, I think that as we described the budget, 
it is a frugal budget. It is never as much as anyone wants, but we 
are going to do the best that we can to work within it to retain as 
many jobs as possible. We can get back to you with the numbers, 
as to what the actual job impact would be. We have not done that 
analysis about what the impact would be of those 300 odd studies 
or projects that you said would not be funded. I don’t know that 
answer. But I do know that we are going to do all that we can to 
make sure that these dollars are spent wisely and efficiently and 
in the best way that we can to retain the jobs that we have and 
to make those dollars go as far as we can with job creation. 

Mr. Pastor. Well, one thing I learned from law school was that 
reasonable people will differ. And I don’t know if I am going to ask 
you to take the time and energy to determine the total job loss, but 
it is a concern that at least I have, and I imagine, as I heard from 
Rodney, it is a concern I guess a lot of the members have. And so 
we feel that under the circumstances, we understand and we are 
all going to do our best; but in developing priorities it is all in the 
eye of the beholder in terms of what is best for these times. Obvi- 
ously your people have looked at it and determined what you think. 
But collectively I think we have a responsibility here as a sub- 
committee to look at what your priorities are. And maybe if we 
think that there are other ways that we can maintain the job force 
that we have or if there is other ways to spend the money, obvi- 
ously I think that is at the discretion of this group. But we will 
work with you, and hopefully together we will meet the goals of the 
administration and also the concerns that the members have of the 
subcommittee. But we look forward to working with you. I just 
wanted you to highlight some of the concerns we have, because ob- 
viously these are difficult times. But by both of us working together 
with a group of members here we can probably develop a bill that 
will be helpful to America, at the same time create jobs or main- 
tain jobs, employment and assist the economic welfare of our coun- 
try. 

Rodney. 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen. It is awfully quiet in here, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you for the opportunity. Madam Secretary and General Van 
Antwerp, both of you, if you care to respond. The Corps received 
I think $4.6 billion under the Recovery Act, a/k/a stimulus. As of 
January 22nd the Corps had only obligated, I think, 62 percent of 
that amount. I realize that the Corps didn’t receive its final alloca- 
tions from OMB until nearly May, but I think we had all hoped for 
of all the agencies, the Army Corps, the military model, the “can 
do” group, the shovel ready team, could have perhaps maybe exe- 
cuted some of these projects in a more expeditious way. 

Can you give members of the committee some insight into the 
schedule for obligating, where we’re going relative to expenditures? 
Maybe tell us how much money has actually been spent, how much 
has been obligated and where we are going here. We are counting 
on you. We support you. 

Ms. Darcy. As you said, the Corps received $4.6 billion under 
the stimulus program. To date we have obligated $3 billion of that 
$4.6 billion. We are on track. Our goal is to obligate 80 percent by 
the end of March. We are on target to meet that goal. We have 830 
projects. We have already completed 71 of those projects with our 
ARRA funding. 

As I say, we are on track. We have until September to obligate 
all of it. We will obligate 80 percent by the end of March. We have 
completed projects. We have over 3,000 contracts under contract 
right now. Through our contracting authority, 74 percent of our 
contracts have gone to small businesses. 20 percent of those have 
gone to disadvantaged businesses. Another 15 percent have gone to 
minority-owned businesses. One thing at the Corps, we have a lot 
of small projects. We don’t have a contract out there that is more 
than $50 million. Most of them are much smaller than that. We 
have been able to generate a great number of contracts and indi- 
vidual work packages throughout the Corps, throughout all of our 
mission areas, whether it be flood control or navigation for exam- 
ple. Across all of the mission areas of the Corps we have been able 
to fund projects with the stimulus money. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Your response is pretty comprehensive. I 
want to compliment you. I don’t mean in any way to be solicitous. 
It is a good solid response. First of all, let me commend you, I am 
sure all committee members do, for what you are doing to make 
sure that when those who are veterans come back, that they have 
jobs. When people come into my office with their hat in their hand, 
I say what are you doing to hire veterans before you ask me to do 
something on your behalf. Let me commend you on the veterans 
project, and I think we ought to promote whatever we can do for 
those that have served us. 

The numbers, the employment numbers, as you are aware, on 
the Recovery Act and stimulus are somewhat elusive. And I don’t 
mean this in any political way, but I think it is important for peo- 
ple to sort of have some reassurance that there are actually some 
private sector jobs being produced out there. You gave me a great 
response. If there is some way to put maybe a little more meat on 
the bones, I think it probably would be beneficial. 

Ms. Darcy. In the most recent quarter of reporting, sir, our pro- 
gram generated 6,047 jobs. 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen. You didn’t know I was going to ask that 
question. 

Ms. Darcy. Out of full disclosure, yesterday I was in front of 
Congressman Oberstar’s committee on the implementation of 
ARRA. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Good. I think anybody who comes before 
Appropriations, any committee these days, would like to have some 
reassurance that we get as many private sector jobs out there as 
possible, and you touch a lot of that. 

Thank you, Madam Secretary. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pastor. Chet. 

Mr. Edwards. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Madam Secretary, it 
is good to see you for the second time today. I saw her previously 
wearing her hat overseeing Arlington Cemetery’s operations and 
maintenance. Thank you for your work on that. Thank you all for 
your work in Civilian Works Projects with the Corps. 

Let me quickly touch on something that doesn’t get discussed a 
lot publicly here, because it is not in one of the top four priorities 
of the Corps. Is it correct that more Americans visit Army Corps 
parks and recreation facilities in a given year than the entire Na- 
tional Park System, is that correct? 

Ms. Darcy. It is close to correct. We had 360 million visitors last 
year, is that correct? 

General Van Antwerp. Visitor days. 

Ms. Darcy. Sorry, 360. 

Mr. Edwards. I have heard that is more than the National Park 
System, but we can check that out. 360 million days. And I know 
these are tough budget times. And I don’t know how you do the 
cost-benefit analysis of parks, but I would just want to be one per- 
son to emphasize at a time when our economy is struggling, people 
have lost jobs, can’t afford to get on a plane and fly to Cancun for 
their family vacation I hope we don’t completely lose sight of the 
importance of our parks for day-to-day families. They are the na- 
tional parks for most, the vast majority of American citizens. 

In regard to the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, is 100 percent 
of the dollars collected last year, this year, next year in the Harbor 
Maintenance Trust Fund, are those put back into maintenance and 
operations of our harbors and, if not, what percent is it? 

Ms. Darcy. No, 100 percent is not put back in. In this budget 
I believe $783 million is going to be used from the receipts collected 
last year. 

Mr. Edwards. What were the receipts? What percent is that? 

Ms. Darcy. $1.5 billion is what was collected. 

Mr. Edwards. So half, half the money is not being used. Why is 
that? Let me put it this way. Isn’t it correct that there are a num- 
ber of our ports in the United States that are not being dredged 
at their authorized levels and therefore we are creating economic 
inefficiencies, making it less competitive for our country to compete 
with foreign countries and driving up prices for consumers? Aren’t 
there a number of ports that aren’t at authorized levels? 

General Van Antwerp. We have about 926 ports and harbors; 
299 of those are deep water. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. If you can put your microphone a little clos- 
er. 
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General Van Antwerp. Of all those ports and harbors about 35 
percent are dredged at any one time to the prescribed width and 
depth, as was in the Chiefs report or the report that authorized 
the project. 

Mr. Edwards. So 35 percent are at the authorized dredge level. 

General Van Antwerp. Right. 

Mr. Edwards. So that means 65 percent are not. 

General Van Antwerp. Right. 

Mr. Edwards. And is the 50 percent figure, percentage use of the 
revenues from the Harbor Trust Fund, is that traditional, is that 
what it usually has been or is that a trend going up or down? 

General Van Antwerp. I think it is fairly standard for every 
year. It is about 50 percent of what we take in. The trust fund now 
has over $4 billion in it. 

Mr. Edwards. And who makes the decision? Is this an OMB de- 
cision to say we are only going to use 50 percent of the funds that 
are collected? These are funds collected by the companies and enti- 
ties using the ports, is that correct? 

General Van Antwerp. Correct. It is a tax. 

Mr. Edwards. So we are just basically giving them $0.50 back 
for every dollar they are paying in a fee or tax, is that correct? 

Ms. Darcy. For the port maintenance? 

Mr. Edwards. Is that an OMB decision? 

Ms. Darcy. It is an Administration decision. 

Mr. Edwards. I think I know what the answer is, but I don’t 
want to get anybody in trouble. Well, you know, Mr. Chairman, I 
hope that maybe at some point we could take a look at what are 
the economic costs to businesses in the United States for not hav- 
ing our ports dredged at the authorized levels, and that ought to 
be looked at. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Pastor. I would agree with you because one of the things 
I have learned coming from the Southwest, my expectation is the 
big one is going to come out in California and I will have a port 
of Yuma. But in the meantime learning more about the ports that 
we have in Houston and Brownsville and L.A. If you go in the East 
Coast, it is just that we just need to do more. And it is a problem 
that we need to solve collectively. And then you look at the water- 
ways, inland waterways, and that is another that we need to look 
at. So I agree with you that maybe for sometime in the future we 
need to come back and say what are the possibilities and the prob- 
abilities that we can address these issues. 

Mr. Edwards. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pastor. And we have Governor. 

Mr. Wamp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Secretary Darcy, I read extensively your history and I assume 
that one of the main reasons that President Obama appointed you 
is because of your environmental expertise and focus on doing 
things cleaner and more efficient. And I hope you will be a warrior 
for our navigation systems in the Inland Waterway System because 
of how much cleaner they are than the other modes of transpor- 
tation in our country. And it means you have got to be willing to 
box OMB from time to time on behalf of this entire system, which 
is clean but it is in real trouble. And ironically you are now 
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partnered with some of the toughest guys in America who like big 
rocks and things. But it is a good partnership, and I hope you will 
do some good work while you are there. 

For 14 years right here at this committee I have pled with every- 
one to try to keep the Tennessee River open to navigation and com- 
merce because the Chickamauga Lock, which is now 70 years old, 
is one of the top priorities from the users, from the Corps, the en- 
tire system now with a 6 to 1 cost-benefit ratio, twice as high as 
Olmsted, twice as high as Kentucky Lock, and we are going to be 
stalled out. We have a zero in this budget request, zero, despite the 
fact that we are on the funding profile a third of the way through 
construction, we have a coffer dam complete now in the middle of 
the Tennessee River waiting to be dried out and tested this spring. 
It is like 10 football fields in the middle of the Tennessee River 
going to be dry all the way to the bottom of the river ready to pour 
footings, yet we don’t have the go ahead to move forward. We have 
$58 million worth of stimulus money that has bought the gates and 
the steel ready to install them, and they are going to move that to 
Muscle Shoals to store it until we can start the project. 

I understand the technicalities because of the insolvency of the 
trust fund. But we now have an agreement from the users that 
they will put up more money to make the trust fund more solvent. 
There is a proposal before the Water Resources Development Sub- 
committee so that the WRDA bill could potentially fix this problem 
statutorily so we would have a road map to go forward with, with 
new revenues into the trust fund, reclassify Olmsted, which has 
been like Pac-Man gobbling up all the money in the trust fund, way 
over budget, way past due, but it needs to be moved into a different 
category. In your budget request, $68 million out of $82 million 
from the trust fund in your budget request all goes to Olmsted. Ev- 
erybody else has crumbs on the table, and we are going to be 
stopped, stopped. And this is a high priority project. It is called the 
Chickamauga Lock. 

I have said it over and over and over again. Now I have got a 
partner down there named Lincoln Davis on this subcommittee, 
and when I am gone at the end of this year he is going to continue 
to stay until we finish the project. But we started it. It is a high 
priority project. I need your help. We need everyone’s help on this, 
and we need a WRDA bill that allows us to go forward with this 
agreement that has been put forth by the users to make the trust 
fund more solvent, reclassify some of the projects and make these 
projects or allow these projects to go forward. 

How ironic that we have stimulus money buying the equipment 
and you can’t pour footings in the middle of the river. As a matter 
of fact after they test the coffer dam they are going to fill it back 
up with water and wait for the Congress, the executive branch, 
OMB, the leadership of our country. Wait. And it will be the larg- 
est lock closure in the history of our country, the highest cargo pas- 
sage to close. I hope we are not all responsible for that outcome. 

So tell me how we are going to get this fixed with your support. 

Ms. Darcy. Congressman, I am aware of the Inland Waterway 
Users Board’s work on coming up with a solution to the dwindling 
revenues coming into the Inland Waterway Trust Fund, and I look 
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forward to receiving that. I am told that soon it will be presented 
up to my office. 

The Administration is committed to finding a mechanism for us 
to move forward on getting that trust fund up and running to meet 
the needs of the Inland Waterway Trust Fund and the inland wa- 
terway navigation. 

Mr. Wamp. For the good of our colleagues here because we have 
seen many people come and go through the years, many of us, we 
need the administration to support a Water Resources Develop- 
ment Act, to push for it like they are pushing for health care, what- 
ever the other priorities are. We see no prioritization of that. And 
the Congress needs to hear that from the administration that we 
do want to fix these problems in the Inland Waterway System. You 
have to have a WRDA bill to do it statutorily, otherwise we are op- 
erating without the authorization and it stops. And this committee 
has to follow that authorization. I would cry out to the administra- 
tion to take a leadership position on this issue, which we are not 
seeing. 

Ms. Darcy. Well, I am hearing you, sir. 

Mr. Wamp. Thank you. He has been there, the chairman here, 
the former chairman has been there. Anyway, you should see it. It 
is crumbling. It is crumbling. We may have to close the lock. As 
a matter of fact the Corps of Engineers basically already notified 
the Tennessee Valley Authority that there will be a point at which 
they have to actually close the lock, and that is because we are at 
this point. It is a critical thing for the entire Inland Waterway Sys- 
tem. 

General, do you want to comment before my 5 minutes is up or 
it is up? 

Mr. Pastor. No, go ahead. 

General Van Antwerp. I would say, yes, we have to schedule 
maintenance and do it regardless, because it is going to take time 
to build it obviously. But you are exactly right what you have said. 
You were right that there is $82 million that is coming out of the 
trust fund. About $153 million is the total when we put the two 
parts together. We think that we could use twice that because of 
the infrastructure we think. So if the Inland Waterway User Board 
comes up with a solution that would get us to the $350 million 
mark, that would be very appropriate. 

Mr. Wamp. Well, the solution is on the table. We need OMB to 
say yes, we need the administration to take a lead, and we need 
a call to the Congress to get a Waterway Resources Development 
Act so we can make this statutory. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. Steve. 

Mr. Israel. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am going to 
ask the subcommittee’s indulgence because I have to raise a very 
local issue in my district, and the reason I have to raise it here is 
because I have been trying to facilitate a problem with the Army 
Corps on Long Island for 18 months, and it has been frustrating 
because I am caught in between the defiance of a local power com- 
pany and the seeming powerlessness of the Army Corps to enforce 
its own permits. If I don’t raise it here in the presence of the senior 
leadership of the Army Corps, I would be doing a disservice to my 
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district. And secondly, if it is happening in my district it is prob- 
ably happening elsewhere. 

So permit me to lay out the facts for you. I don’t expect you to 
have a specific response here, but I do expect you to come back to 
me within a very short period of time and let me know how we are 
going to solve this. 

I represent a community called Asharoken on the north shore of 
Long Island. There is a major power plant there. That power plant 
has been displacing sand from the beaches of Asharoken. The Army 
Corps directed the owner of that power plant, National Grid, to 
place 15,000 cubic yards of sand a year to replenish the beach and 
25,000 cubic yards of sand immediately. National Grid has defied 
the Army Corps of Engineers for the past 18 months. The Army 
Corps issued a permit. National Grid has stalled. They have played 
games. The Army — I have to tell you, you have a guy there who 
is just extraordinary, a guy named Gene Brickman. I have the 
highest regard for him. He is a good man. He is doing the best he 
can. But you have a local company that is defying a Member of 
Congress, defying the Army Corps of Engineers. And the question 
I have, when you issue a permit directing someone to place sand 
on a beach and that company defies your directives, how do you im- 
plement the conditions of your permit? 

You want $30 million for flood control and coastal emergencies. 
Why should I support additional funding for flood control and 
coastal emergencies when in my district the Army Corps seems ab- 
solutely impotent to enforce the terms of its own permits. That is 
the macro question. That is a policy question. The specific question 
is how long will it take you, General, to come back to me and say 
I have reviewed it and here is the course of action, either we are 
going to litigate, or here are the other courses of action available 
to the Army Corps to enforce the conditions of its own permit? 

General Van Antwerp. I will commit to you, Congressman, to 
come back in 30 days. I am looking at Duke DeLuca over here. 

Mr. Israel. Who is also a good man. 

General Van Antwerp. Right. The New York District Com- 
mander. I don’t know if he is here in the room. But we will come 
back to you in 30 days. There are enforcement options, things to 
do. But I think the first thing we are going to see is what does the 
permit say, what are they doing or not doing, and then we will 
come back to you within 30 days. 

Mr. Israel. 30 days is acceptable, thank you. And we have the 
permit right here, and my assistant will give it to you, Mr. DeLuca. 
And if we can work within that time frame, that will be helpful. 
Thank you. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you. 

Mr. Rehberg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And welcome. And as 
you probably know, I am sure, we have a very good working rela- 
tionship with the Corps in Montana and thank you so much. My 
question of course you probably know all about, and that is St. 
Mary’s Water Project, because I am not sure that you didn’t sug- 
gest it to Senator Baucus in the first place. 

Ms. Darcy. I worked for Senator Baucus. 
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Mr. Rehberg. I know you did. And while I appreciate Senator 
Baucus being able to get the St. Mary’s Water Project into the 
WRDA bill, it also created a new problem, and that is it never gets 
done. It probably would have been more appropriately placed in the 
Bureau of Rec, but we couldn’t get it accomplished there and so it 
is a new start. 

So I would like to start by suggesting or asking of the $2 billion 
in the stimulus package under construction or under the $4.6 bil- 
lion were there any new starts funded, constructed, or recon- 
structed? 

Ms. Darcy. No, sir. 

Mr. Rehberg. No. I heard in your opening statement that there 
are new starts in the President’s budget, correct? 

Ms. Darcy. Correct. 

Mr. Rehberg. Do you have a list of the criteria that allowed the 
opportunity for certain new starts to be put at the top of the list 
and others that are authorized not to make that new start list. 

Ms. Darcy. I don’t have a list in my hand, but I can provide you 
with that list for the criteria that we used to select the two new 
starts. 

Mr. Rehberg. So I would be able to see where St. Mary’s, which 
was authorized in the 2007 WRDA bill, where it stands as far as 
priority within the Corps of Engineers within the President’s budg- 
et, so that we can have some indication if we are ever going to 
make the list, or if we are ever going to make it to the top of the 
list. 

Ms. Darcy. It is my understanding that the project purpose is 
irrigation and water supply, and that is not something that we 
usually budget for. 

Mr. Rehberg. Not necessarily. Frankly, what is going to happen, 
and if your background and love and passion is the environment, 
if it fails, which we all anticipate it is going to fail. It will be an 
international scandal, just not a national environmental scandal 
because it occurs both on an Indian reservation, it is the tributary 
to a lot of communities within Montana, but it also flows into Can- 
ada and so it will be an environmental problem more than — per- 
haps the construction deals with irrigation, but it is also drinking 
water, and so it is a little more complicated than just the irrigation 
acreage. 

Real quickly. Do I still have some time, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Pastor. Sure. 

Mr. Rehberg. Inspection of completed works, I don’t understand 
the concept or the appropriations within your budget. You wouldn’t 
think that Montana has a huge levee problem, although we find 
ourselves in the same dilemma that some of the other States do on 
the recertification of levees and the whole mapping with FEMA. I 
have got a situation around the Great Falls area. We are having 
some difficulty getting a recertification. And we have been told it 
is a liability issue. 

Could you tell me the Corps’ perspective and how do we — I am 
sure it is a bigger problem than just Montana — how do you intend 
to deal with this, because we can’t just ignore the recertification of 
the levees because all of a sudden we are going to find ourselves 
dumping the cost on cities, homeowners, flood insurance, and you 
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know the issue. I find myself in Montana dealing with levees, and 
I frankly think that is more Rodney’s problem in Louisiana than 
mine, but it is now my problem. 

General Grisoli. Mr. Rehberg, you asked a great question and 
a very challenging and complex one. And if I may, I would like to 
take a few moments and frame a little bit of the challenges that 
you just mentioned because it is of interest to all of us, and then 
try to address some of those particular issues. 

First of all, when you take a look at our Nation’s levees, you 
have the levees that the Corps built and maintained, and what I 
am going to mention is really four categories. The second would be 
the levees that the Corps has built and they are maintained by our 
sponsors. You have some levees in a category that have been ad- 
mitted to a Public Law 84-99 program. That group right there is 
about 4,000 miles of levee. Then you have about 100 miles of lev- 
ees, when we start looking at the national levee program, that we 
would like to be able to at least put into a database and know what 
they are. 

But let’s go back to those first three categories. Those first three 
categories, what the Corps is trying to do with the dollars they re- 
ceive from ARRA, and in this particular budget, is to survey those 
and inspect those and get them online in a database. 

Mr. Rehberg. Is that the operation and maintenance budget or 
some other budget? 

General Grisoli. That would be an operations and maintenance 
budget for that piece there. For those levees there, we can use In- 
spection of Completed Works, if we budget approximately $25 mil- 
lion, as we talked about today. The challenge of O&M funds and 
where those funds go are a unique challenge. We have a certifi- 
cation program. A certification program is all about flood insur- 
ance. Flood insurance is something that needs to be worked out 
with FEMA. Let’s go through those categories again. If it is a Corps 
built, Corps maintained levee, the Corps would prepare the paper- 
work and submit it to FEMA, they would accredit that particular 
levee. If they are levees that are in the Corps built, sponsor main- 
tained [category], the sponsor would then be required to request 
certification, and the certification would then either get accredited 
or not by FEMA. The last category is pretty much the same way. 

When the Corps takes a look at all this we are ensuring that, 
first of all, we get the information properly into the database, and 
that database is available to all of the constituents. We will make 
that available if they need to get their levees accredited. But the 
Corps’ main function is not one of accrediting and working towards 
flood insurance; therefore when we take a look at this overall, it 
is not a high priority as far as accreditation. And we have pushed 
to ensure that we have the data available, but we do not have the 
program funds available to be able to accredit all the levees — does 
that help? 

Mr. Rehberg. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to point that problem 
out because it is coming to a head and somebody is going to have 
to deal with it because it is not going to go away. It is a huge prob- 
lem, not so much for me. It is a thousand houses and that is impor- 
tant to me, but to some other areas it is going to be an incredible 
expense. Especially if FEMA gets done with their mapping or 
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doesn’t get done with their mapping; and they just ignore the fact 
that the levee is there. It is as if the levee does not exist. And then 
there is no way other than flood insurance to protect the individual 
landowner. So we are headed for a wreck here if we don’t do some- 
thing. 

Mr. Pastor. I appreciate the questions. We have been informed 
that possibly anywhere between 3:00 and 3:15 we may have a se- 
ries of votes. And I don’t know how many votes it will be. And we 
have three members who have not had at least questions in the 
first round. We will try to at least allow those three members to 
have their 5 minutes, give or take a little bit. And then we will see 
where we are at and then we will make a decision from there. 

So I think, Marion Berry. 

Mr. Berry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Madam Secretary, and 
General Van Antwerp, General Grisoli, Gary, welcome. I think we 
all appreciate very much what the Corps of Engineers does and the 
contribution that you make around the world to make somebody’s 
life better and easier to endure. And I have always considered my- 
self, as I have told you, Madam Secretary, I am sure, the biggest 
fan of the Corps of Engineers. I live in a place where we receive 
a minimum of 50 inches of rainfall a year, and this year we went 
over 80 inches, and every square inch of my district is considered 
a wetlands by somebody. 

But what I want to address today is the same problem that my 
colleague from Montana just brought up. The way this certification 
is taking place defies hydrology. It is not a logical process. These 
levees, they are Federal levees maintained by Federal money under 
the supervision of the Corps of Engineers, and there has never to 
my knowledge been a failure of one of them anytime. And yet they 
are being decertified and creating a situation where homeowners 
are suddenly being required to add $1,200 to $1,500, depending on 
the value of their home, to the cost of owning that home imme- 
diately, and it is hitting people in the face like a bat. 

Has there been any public input as these regulations have been 
developed? I am not aware if there has. If there has, I think we 
need to do it again. If there has not, I think we need to have some 
hearings and some forums about this. Because I think we are cre- 
ating something here that is going to have an economic con- 
sequence that cannot be carried. And I just plead with you to let’s 
go back and take a new look at the way this is being done. And 
they are declaring people have to buy flood insurance that the 1927 
flood didn’t even bother. And that does not make sense to me. 

So if you all can do that, I would really appreciate it. And I 
would ask you to work with us. 

We have here with us today from the St. Francis Levee District, 
their Chief Engineer, Rob Rash, and he knows more about that 
stuff than anybody I have ever known. And he will bore you to 
death talking about it, but he is an expert that needs to be heard. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Alexander. 

Mr. Alexander. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Madam Secretary, 
and gentlemen, I too would like to thank you for the way you have 
worked with our office. General Walsh and his Vicksburg bunch 
have been great to work with. They have been very responsive any 
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time we have called upon them. And I want to continue the dia- 
logue that Congressman Rehberg and Congressman Berry have 
talked about. 

This is something that is going to affect everybody here. And 
General, when you said that accreditation wasn’t a top priority, I 
can assure you that it is my top priority and I am going to see if 
we can get as many colleagues as possible to take that same 
stance. Because this is not just a problem for Louisiana or Montana 
or Arkansas, this is a national problem. 881 counties or parishes 
in Louisiana we are told are protected by the levee system. 35 per- 
cent of the land mass, but almost 60 percent of the population. And 
if we advance in the direction that I see us going, and the Corps 
of Engineers and FEMA do get to the point of not certifying those 
levees at some point in the future; we are talking just a few 
months away, and FEMA redraws those maps as if those levees 
don’t exist; then we are going to have some homeowners — and we 
are told about 60 percent of homeowners out there — with mort- 
gages today, those mortgages are backed in some way by the Fed- 
eral Government, they are going to be exposed to insurance pre- 
miums that will be left just up to the imagination. Insurance 
agents and FEMA can tell us what those insurance premiums are 
today, but if they are presented a flood map with no levees on 
them, then one can only imagine what those premiums are going 
to be. This is going to be a massive tax increase for those living 
out there behind those levees. 

Now, what makes it even more confusing to me is that I have 
1,100 miles of navigable river in the district that I represent, 350 
miles of the Mississippi River. And I talked to the Corps and they 
say, well, we are responsible for the levee on this side of the river, 
but we are not on that side. If you go a little bit down the river 
we are responsible for it on both sides. Well, we have a bank cave- 
in down there; but we are not authorized to fix that. We are au- 
thorized to fix the next one, but we don’t have any money to do it 
with. 

Help us understand what we need to do to help you all. I feel 
like you all want to solve the problem. But this is the problem that 
is going to be bigger than anything that has jumped up on those 
that we represent out there. There are some people along the Gulf 
Coast today that are already paying $5,000 a year for flood insur- 
ance, and it is unbelievable what they might be subjected to. 

Now I appreciate the work that you are doing in advancing the 
cause of recovering the Gulf Coast, but we don’t care whether the 
Gulf Coast is there or not if we can’t live in Louisiana. If we have 
to move somewhere else what difference does it make? 

It is a serious, serious problem that is not going to go away, and 
it is only going to get worse. We are having public meetings in my 
district. I am encouraging other members to start the same thing 
and let the public know what is about to come down. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I have two or three ques- 
tions, but a brief comment before I ask those questions. 

A century ago our Nation started an ambitious program in infra- 
structure. Anywhere you go today, you turn on the faucet, a lot of 
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it comes from Corps of Engineers or TEA, basically Corps of Engi- 
neers lakes that were built. 20s, 30s, 40s, 50s, 60s, early 70s they 
were started. We had an ambitious program for energy called nu- 
clear energy as well as hydro energy, an ambitious program to 
build an interstate system, space. 

In the last 30 years we have done nothing except go in debt. Bor- 
row more money, spend more money, borrow more money, spend 
money with no plans whatsoever. We have increased our national 
debt by a thousand percent since 1980 and haven’t done a single 
thing in infrastructure. And what we are talking about today is our 
fear as Members of Congress that that infrastructure we built, 30, 
40, 50, 60 years ago, the dams near where I live are deteriorating 
and are about to collapse. It seems the last 30 or 40 years we had 
no interest in building infrastructure or even repairing infrastruc- 
ture. 

So my question to you is this: What is the Corps of Engineers 
doing in these major developments that gave us an unbelievable 
edge in economic opportunity? Interstate systems, for instance, 
gave us just-in-time manufacturing other countries in the world 
couldn’t compete with us on. 

What would you recommend or have a vision of how we obtain 
the funding that we need to replace, repair, and build an infra- 
structure that again puts us in position where we can compete with 
the rest of the world, including the Chinas and the larger popu- 
lated countries? 

I know we are talking about the trust fund. As we do that, I 
want you to be aware that after you pass the confluence of the Mis- 
sissippi and Ohio, you’ve got pretty well free sailing all the way 
down to the ocean. So you are not going to be paying a tonnage 
there. If you look at tonnage as the way to build a trust fund, then 
you are shutting down and putting the costs so high for the burden 
of this in the small inland waterways that are tributaries to the 
Mississippi River that may prohibit what we need today, a good, 
clean, reliable source of transportation. 

So my hope is as you engage, and the two questions are: which 
do you feel compelled to support, a tonnage or a fuel tax? 

The second one is what would you do, how quickly do you think, 
and how much do you think it would take us to actually rebuild 
the infrastructure that we must rebuild to keep this country going? 

Ms. Dakcy. As Congressman Wamp has already discussed, the 
Inland Waterway Users Board has developed as an alternative 
mechanism to make this trust fund whole. The administration’s 
perspective, as I said earlier, is that we want to work with the 
stakeholders to come up with a viable mechanism that can be in- 
cluded and passed by the Congress. 

So we need to have not only your support but the support of the 
stakeholders in order to come up with a position to make that 
mechanism workable. As to how much we are going to need in the 
future, just in the waterways alone I think it is in the billions of 
dollars, and I think anything that we do in looking forward has to 
be, whether it is in the WRDA bill or other legislative, we have to 
come up with some innovative ways to recapitalize. 

Mr. Davis. A very quick question, if there should come a time 
that the Corps could not continue to maintain Chic Lock which im- 
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pacts both the Fourth and the Third Congressional Districts, if that 
is not possible for you to continue to maintain and keep that open, 
what happens then? Do you think that you can actually maintain 
that adequately and keep it open until the construction dollars flow 
until we can build the necessary improvements at the lock to keep 
the 300 some odd miles upstream open? 

General Van Antwerp. We can, but you will find more unsched- 
uled outages and more scheduled outages because of what it takes 
to maintain. That is what we find as we look at this aging system. 
We track this very closely. What are the unscheduled outages? If 
it is a scheduled outage, industry will work with us. It is those un- 
scheduled ones that are really tough because they shut down unex- 
pectedly. And we had a couple of lock gates this year where we had 
those issues. 

So I would say the answer is yes, we will continue to maintain 
it, but we also expect that it will be out of service more frequently 
than it is today, and that continues to go up over time until we can 
build new locks. 

Mr. Wamp. Will the gentleman yield? Just as in the Nashville 
District, your colonel was here, they would say, yes, you can, but 
with a very steep increase in O&M. A very steep increase in O&M, 
and I am not talking about $2 million a year; I am talking about 
8, 10, 12 million a year to keep it open. We are approaching that 
rapidly now. You have got these post tension rods like bullet holes 
shot all the way down through this gate over and over again. Lit- 
erally dozens, 60 and 70 of them. This thing is just patched to- 
gether to keep it open. So it gets really expensive from here on. 

I just want to put that point in. 

General Van Antwerp. I think our decision process of whether 
to build new or do a total renovation gets to that question and the 
recommendation has been made to build new at Chic Lock. 

Mr. Davis. You will find those on this committee who will con- 
tinue to have an interest in that to be sure, that part of the Ten- 
nessee River especially, flows northward in Tennessee and will con- 
tinue the traffic that will be bringing commerce and industry from 
the eastern part of the United States and that area that will actu- 
ally be put on a barge and be shipped out across. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Fattah. 

Mr. Fattah. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And let me thank you, 
Madam Secretary, for the work that you are doing. And let me 
thank you for all of the projects, in and around Philadelphia. I 
know that there has been a lot of talk of exciting and productive 
work that the Corps has done and continues to do, and I want to 
thank you. You are a local team there, but I do have a couple of 
questions. 

In your total personnel, you mentioned the number who are in 
Afghanistan, some 800-and-something. How are they carried from 
a budgetary standpoint? Are they carried in the cost of the Corps 
or are they carried over in the Defense budget? 

General Van Antwerp. When you get down to a district level, 
which is where most of these people are located in Afghanistan; for 
instance, we have two districts, one in the south and one in the 
north. Those 800 people are paid from project funds. That is how 
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it works in a District. In a Division and the Corps Headquarters, 
we are paid by general funds. When you appropriate for a project 
or if it is another country, like Afghanistan, the funds allocated to 
that project pay for those workers while they are over there. 

Mr. Fattah. Give me the total number of your complement, civil- 
ian and military, and your total number outside of the country in 
Afghanistan and Iraq and Haiti. 

General Van Antwerp. In general terms we have about 600 that 
wear the uniform — this is in the entire Corps of Engineers — about 
36,000 that wear a suit or a life jacket or a hard hat. 

Mr. Fattah. Let me ask you a question about the civilian popu- 
lation. In terms of the critical skill shortages going forward, you 
know we have a lot of people who are going to be retiring and so 
on, are you preparing — I was looking through your budget docu- 
ment — for the next, you know, I don’t know what percentage of 
your key personnel are going to be leaving and retiring as part of 
the baby boom generation. But do you have a game plan in terms 
of person power and skill needs going forward? 

General Van Antwerp. We absolutely do. I will just give you the 
fiscal year 2009 figures and can tell you the 2010 will be higher. 
In fiscal year 2009, we hired 8,213 people from outside the Corps. 
We had 4,600 people leave the Corps, including retirees. We expect 
it to be higher in fiscal year 2010 because some of the people 
are 

Mr. Fattah. I would be very interested if the Corps could share 
with the chairman and then I am sure the staff will make sure I 
get it, information about your manpower game plan or your person 
power game plan going forward. 

General Van Antwerp. We definitely have a game plan to get at 
it. 

Mr. Fattah. Now we are all in agreement in this room. We love 
the Corps and think you are doing important work. I need to get 
some things on the record, Madam Secretary. There has been a lot 
of debate outside this room about the role of government. Is there 
anything about what the Corps is doing in the levees, the dams, 
all of this work on America’s infrastructure that you perceive to be 
not properly the role of the government or in any way socialistic 
or anything of this notion? 

Ms. Darcy. No, sir. 

Mr. Fattah. When we heard this comment from my great col- 
league from Louisiana about flood insurance, we have a lot of de- 
bate now about insurance. As I would understand it, there is no 
privately available flood insurance in the country for the most part; 
is that correct? This is a government subsidized — a public option 
flood insurance; right? Is it private insurance? 

General Van Antwerp. It is private insurance. Like if the levee 
is not certified 

Mr. Fattah. We now finance through the agriculture flood insur- 
ance dollars, right? What is that for? 

General Van Antwerp. You go through your homeowner insur- 
ance company and your mortgage company, probably you may take 
it out with them. But largely it is private insurance. 

Mr. Fattah. Why are we subsidizing it in the agriculture budg- 
et? Maybe I could yield to my colleague. 
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Mr. Alexander. If the gentleman would yield, let me tell you 
what I see down the road. If these levees are decertified and FEMA 
draws a map saying the levee is being nonexistent, then they are 
going to presented to the person that lives in a mortgaged home 
that is backed by the taxpayers in some form — 60 percent, about — 
they are going to say okay, you are going to pay this amount in 
insurance premiums for flood insurance if you continue living 
there. And you can buy the insurance from us or you can buy it 
from X, Y, Z company over here that has a deal with us. You can 
buy it from them, but we are going to tell them what to charge you. 

Now at the end of the year, if they have made money they are 
going to give it to us and we are going to pay them for the oper- 
ation. If they lose money, we will reimburse you. Now, I have sold 
a lot of things but I can’t sell that to the public. I have never called 
it socialism, but what I see about to happen is ugly. 

Mr. Fattah. I just want to make sure that we are all clear what 
the Corps is doing. And the other thing I understand from your tes- 
timony, that we have to find a way to finance this. That means 
that we can’t do it for free, that somebody has to pay. And so 
whether we deal with the trust fund issue or the user fee proposal 
that the administration has put forward, right, as I just heard you 
answer my colleague, we are talking about billions of dollars. When 
I am trying to make sure that as we go forward the commitment 
on the spend-down of these dollars — what you are dealing with you 
went through some impressive numbers on small businesses and 
all of these projects. When you are working through these contrac- 
tors are there prescriptions in the contract that require these con- 
tractors when they are buying supplies and self contract them- 
selves to also use small business, veteran-owned businesses, dis- 
advantaged businesses to buy those supplies from other domesti- 
cally owned companies? 

General Van Antwerp. When we award a contract 

Mr. Fattah. When you give me a contract for $10 billion. 

General Van Antwerp. If you are a large business, we will re- 
quire you to have a certain percentage of small business sub- 
contractors. So that is one way that small business is in there. And 
we follow the Buy American Act. We have restrictions on where 
you can buy the supplies, and a lot of those supplies are bought 
with small business vendors. 

We have a target of 32 percent in the Corps of Engineers for 
small business. Last year we awarded 36 percent to small business. 
In the Recovery Act it has been a much greater amount. It is 46 
percent of the dollars and about 70 percent of the projects. 

Mr. Fattah. You said there are some 6,000 people that have 
been employed through the Recovery Act dollars? Because I heard 
someone in the upper chamber — he was new — saying that not one 
job had been created through the Recovery Act. But you got at 
least 6,000. 

Ms. Darcy. Just in the last quarter. 

General Van Antwerp. The contractors have to report that by 
the way. They have to report jobs created. 

Ms. Darcy. That is where we get our figures. 

Mr. Fattah. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Pastor. That is why we don’t want them to lose those jobs 
that we created. That is why we have to work on this budget. Be- 
fore I recognize Calvert, you had 30 seconds. 

Mr. Wamp. Actually, just 10 seconds. I wanted you to hear, Sec- 
retary Darcy and General Van Antwerp, one of the victims that 
died under the rubble of Hotel Montana in Haiti was a constituent 
from my district named Diane Cade. Their family and all the fami- 
lies would like to honor Colonel Norberto Cintron who oversaw that 
recovery work under the Hotel Montana through the Corps of Engi- 
neers. And I just got to tell you he did such remarkable work. 
When he would get engaged, the families were confident that our 
country was doing what they could. And without him, they were 
confused and terrified and it was bad enough. But I just want to 
give him credit at this public meeting today for an outstanding job 
in Haiti. 

Mr. Pastor. Mr. Calvert. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I apologize I was late. 
We have an Interior hearing going on the same time. I apologize. 

Madam Secretary, General, thank you for coming. Good to see 
you again. My question is regarding some meetings I had last week 
with some local officials back in California. And more than one oc- 
casion, as a matter of fact on a number of occasions, the issue of 
404 permits came up on just simple maintenance jobs. For in- 
stance, and I know, General, you are very much aware of this 
project, the San Luis Rey Flood Control Project has been in the 
permit process for 7 years just for mowing, just for maintenance of 
that flood control project. And thank goodness, we didn’t have a 
major flood event during that period. As you know, that would 
have created significant problems. 

Are these delays — I believe these delays are unnecessary. It cer- 
tainly increases the risk to public safety and economic damage. 
And I know this is going on not just in southern California, but 
throughout the United States. 

So my question both to the Secretary and to the Corps, does the 
administration have a position on potential congressional efforts to 
exempt just routine maintenance from the 404 permitting process 
where we can just maintain these projects without these costly and 
potentially disastrous delays? 

Ms. Darcy. Congressman, I am not familiar with that project. I 
am not sure if the Chief wants to address it directly, but we cur- 
rently do not have that. It is something that we might need to con- 
sider. 

General Van Antwerp. I am not familiar with the permit on San 
Luis Rey, but we will definitely check into it. Sometimes the permit 
has to do a lot more with environmental considerations, endan- 
gered species for example. What seems like routine maintenance 
and maybe even was routine maintenance in the past, now has 
some environmental consequences. That is where it really gets dif- 
ficult. 

Mr. Calvert. As you know, these delays go on and on and on, 
and some people think it reverts back to wetlands and the rest, and 
then you never do the routine maintenance and then you have a 
potential problem on your hand. 
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And another question, I know that under the stimulus bill you 
were appropriated about $4.6 billion, 2 billion for construction and 
2.7 billion for operation and maintenance. As I understand, many 
of these projects are coming in 20, 30 percent under estimates be- 
cause of the bid process out there in the marketplace. 

Is that a trend all around the country? All of these bids coming 
in about that, 20, 30 percent under? 

General Van Antwerp. This has been an exceptional year. I 
wouldn’t say all across the country, but we have gotten very good 
bids on our projects and a lot of our projects have been 20, 30 per- 
cent under the usual amount. 

Mr. Calvert. With that money that you have left over, obviously 
there is going to be substantial dollars left over apparently for re- 
allocation or to pay down the debt or whatever, what it is your in- 
tent to do with those additional funds? 

Ms. Darcy. Congressman, we are trying to develop what we are 
calling our backup list to address just that, for either projects that 
have come in under bid or if there are projects that we thought 
were going to be able to go forward but for one reason or the other 
are not going forward. We want to be able to have a list so that 
we will be able to expend and obligate those funds before Sep- 
tember. 

Mr. Calvert. How will you disclose and notify the public of those 
reallocations? Do you need to go to the chairman and the ranking 
member to ask for a sign-off on those reallocations? 

Ms. Darcy. Not under the stimulus bill, sir. 

Mr. Calvert. This is all done by the Corps? 

Ms. Darcy. It is posted on our Web site, sir. 

Mr. Pastor. OMB. 

Mr. Calvert. That is what I am afraid of, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Darcy. It is posted on our Web site and also on the Recov- 
ery.gov Web site for whatever gets reallocated to different projects. 

Mr. Calvert. So we will find out about it when we see it on the 
Web site? 

Ms. Darcy. We have been notifying Members when we have re- 
allocations. 

Mr. Calvert. Do you have to run this through OMB first? 

Ms. Darcy. This is an Administration program. 

Mr. Calvert. The answer is yes? You have to run it by OMB 
first? 

Ms. Darcy. We have to comply with the Administration’s guid- 
ance. 

Mr. Pastor. There is a high probability. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pastor. You are welcome. We have the votes that have been 
called and we have 10 minutes. I want to take a few minutes and 
ask you about the Asian carp, so give me the 3-minute version. 
Talk about the money that you have and what you are doing with 
the locks and the lawsuits. 

But what I would like to have is a formal response back so that 
we can share with members who have an interest in the Asian 
carp, and then I will yield to my ranking member. 

Ms. Darcy. I will take that one, Congressman. The Corps of En- 
gineers has been involved in trying to keep the Asian carp out of 
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the Great Lakes for a number of years now. We started back ear- 
lier this decade, in 2000 actually, by constructing a fish barrier, 
which was originally designed to keep the gobi out of the lakes. 
Since then the carp have been migrating north in the Mississippi 
and coming close to a lot of the tributaries. 

We have constructed fish barriers in the Chicago Sanitary and 
Ship Canal. We have two barriers up and operating and we are 
about to construct a third fish barrier. These are all congressionally 
mandated fish barriers. In addition to that, we are working with 
scientists in ways to determine whether there are fish above the 
barrier. To date we have found no Asian carp above our barriers; 
however, what we have found is what is called eDNA evidence, 
which is evidence that says there is possibility that there are carp 
there. So in addition to what we have done already with our fish 
barriers, we have worked with the Council on Environmental Qual- 
ity, the EPA, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the Illinois DNR, and 
the City of Chicago to come up with a framework for all the Fed- 
eral family as well as the locals to come up with a strategy to keep 
the carp out of the lakes. 

In addition, we have authorization to complete an efficacy study 
which is ongoing. The first interim report of that efficacy study 
found that the Corps needed to be able to prevent Asian carp com- 
ing into the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal in a flood event from 
the Des Plaines River. You may not be familiar with the hydrology 
out there, but the Des Plaines River is almost parallel to the Chi- 
cago Sanitary and Ship Canal and in a flood event the Des Plaines 
River could flood into the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal and the 
carp could get in. 

We will be awarding a contract I think within the month to build 
a sort of Jersey barrier between the two and also a mesh fence so 
that in a flood event if carp are there they will not be able to get 
in the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal because that is the path- 
way to the lakes. 

In addition, we are also looking at other ways that we can help 
to prevent the carp. We are working really closely, and I need to 
point this out, with the other Federal family because in December 
one of our barriers had to come down for maintenance and in order 
for us to do that we had to work with the Illinois DNR and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service to apply rotenone into a 6-mile stretch of 
the Chicago Sanitary and Ship Canal in order to kill whatever fish 
might be there while we took the barrier out for repair. 

That was a very successful event. Again, there were no carp 
found above the barrier. We don’t want to assume that they are not 
above the barrier. We are also looking through this efficacy study 
at some other alternatives. The Chicago Lock on the Chicago River 
as well as the O’Brien Lock, are locks that we operate for naviga- 
tion and for flood control, we are looking at modifying the oper- 
ations of those locks so that if we close them to navigation for a 
certain period of time it will reduce the numbers of openings that 
could help to keep the fish out of the lake, which is our ultimate 
goal. 

So we are looking at those modified lock operations as well and 
when we do that we may be looking at some other kinds of barriers 
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there, what are called bubble barriers and acoustic barriers, which 
keep the fish scared and they don’t go anywhere. 

Mr. Pastor. Is it Alice Cooper? 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Better than New Jersey barriers. Let’s 
eliminate that from your vocabulary. We have enough of those on 
the damn highway. Let’s not put those there. 

Ms. Darcy. Those are some of our ongoing efforts. The Fish and 
Wildlife Service in partnership with the Illinois DNR are in the riv- 
ers now. What they are doing is going out to places where we have 
seen a positive indication of eDNA evidence and doing electro-fish- 
ing and netting in those areas to see if these find any carp. As I 
say, to date we have not found any carp. This is on the Web site 
too, we have what is called the Asian Carp Control Strategy that 
we released about a week and a half ago. We have got long-term 
plans, as well as short-term plans. 

Mr. Pastor. There are many members who have a great interest 
in it. And if there are any additional comments, if you would sub- 
mit it to us we would appreciate it. And I want to give some time 
to Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, a lot of ques- 
tions will be put on the record. I certainly would like, and I think 
committee members, to understand how you are going to spend 
that money for global change type stability. I don’t need to hear 
about it now. 

I continue to have concerns about your budgeting for the Federal 
dredgers, McFarland and Weaver. If you are looking for cost eco- 
nomics there are pretty extravagant costs to keep those things op- 
erating. 

I have a lot of questions that relate to the Harbor Maintenance 
Fund. Perhaps the largest question here and perhaps this is not 
necessarily venting, an excellent article in The New York Times 
the other day about China builds, India Frets: Developing ports, 
Influence in South Asia. Where we are as a Nation on the East 
Coast and West Coast and on other coasts of the U.S., where we 
are in terms of our ability to keep our ports open for business and 
competitive. We are going to be opening up a widened Panama 
Canal. And I think that our competition is stiff out there, and I 
hope in the overall scheme of things, we keep an eye on that ball, 
because the Chinese are underwriting across the world and sucking 
up just about every asset and mineral known to man. And I just 
want to make sure that we are not left out of the overall equation 
when it comes to access to our Nation’s ports. 

So with that, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for the oppor- 
tunity. 

Mr. Pastor. Thank you very much. Madam Secretary, thank you 
very much. 

Ms. Darcy. Thank you. 

Mr. Pastor. We look forward to working with you and welcome 
aboard. There are many problems but there are great opportuni- 
ties. And so as the future takes us into doing a bill, we look for 
your guidance and your comments. And General, thank you for 
your service. And again we want to thank all the men and women 
who serve at the Corps of Engineers for their service, and we look 



38 


forward to working with you on the field and also on this budget. 
And so this will conclude the hearing. 

Thank you very much. 

Ms. Darcy. Thank you. 
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Budget Formulation 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, are there any 
projects omitted from the budget request that have remaining contract 
requirements which will require budgetary resources for termination? 

Ms. Darcy: The Ozark-Jeta Taylor Powerhouse Rehabilitation project 
is the only project that may require budgetary resources for termination. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: How does the Corps propose to 
settle the termination costs? 

Ms. Darcy: The Corps would follow the legal requirements of the 
contract provisions. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What costs are associated with 
any projects that are terminated? 

Ms. Darcy: Under the contract provisions, termination would be 
considered a termination for the convenience of the Government. The 
Government's responsibility under the terms of the contract would be to pay 
for all contractor costs associated with items currently being fabricated for 
the rehabilitation of the turbines, the costs for contractor demobilization, and 
for any lost contractor profit. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: 
So the Administration is neither asking for funds for this these project(s), nor 
for funds necessary to terminate the project. Could you explain the situation? 

Ms. Darcy: If necessary, the Corps would use existing funds within 
the project and/or within the construction account to satisfy the terms of the 
termination. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, one of the 
largest criticisms of the Corps, and one that this Subcommittee has pushed 
the Corps to address, is that the Corps of Engineers is simply a collection of 
“pork-barrel” projects that have no connection to a national mission or 
program. Do you have any thoughts on how the Corps could do a better job 
of articulating the value of these projects to the nation and how, taken as a 
whole, they constitute a national program? 

Ms Darcy: The Corps approach to the budget views the civil works 
program in "outcome" terms. Individual projects are examined on their 
merits from a national perspective and compete on that basis for inclusion in 
the budget. The three main mission areas of Flood and Coastal Storm 
Damage Reduction, Commercial Navigation, and Aquatic Ecosystem 
Restoration are clearly reflected in the discussion surrounding the budget but 
the civil works program is made up of its smaller component parts, which 
are mostly projects. The goal is to identify how to best address the needs of 
the Nation through system-wide planning and budgeting, and the Corps is 
making progress toward that goal. An example is the work done in recent 
years to look at all of the inland waterways systems together, in order to 
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prioritize both capital investments and maintenance work in this program. 
Another example is the application of risk and reliability criteria to prioritize 
all civil works maintenance work, both in terms of allocating funding among 
program areas and within each program. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General Van Antwerp, does the 
budget request adequately fund all Corps of Engineers legal and 
environmental obligations? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes Sir 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, what changes, if any, 
have been made to project prioritization in the fiscal year 201 1 budget 
request? 

Ms. Darcy: In addition to the construction guidelines that have been 
applied in recent budgets, special consideration was given to nonstructural 
flood damage reduction projects. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Gen. Van Antwerp: Risk and reliability 
have been key factors in the allocation of funding for project maintenance 
and in the Corps project planning process for some time, and approaches to 
better quantify and incorporate these factors continue to develop. Efforts in 
this regard are taking place in a number of key forums, which include the 
Dam Safety Portfolio Risk Assessment, studies and design of rehabilitations 
and replacements, the Louisiana Coastal Protection and Restoration 
(LACPR) study which, when completed, will include risk-based 


4 of 131 



43 


information, the Interagency Performance Evaluation Task Force (IPET) 
Risk Analysis Results, the Flood and Storm Damage Risk Reduction 
Program, the Asset Management Program, Levee Certification, and the 
Levee Inventory and Assessments. How is systems planning incorporated 
into the budgeting process? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: With regard to budgeting, project conditions have 
inherent risk and reliability factors that affect the performance outputs. The 
FY 201 1 budget guidance required a first cut at assigning a risk evaluation 
of our budget packages. The risk and consequence evaluation methodology 
was based on the evaluation of facility conditions (risk) against the 
consequence of failure (consequence or performance) within a Relative Risk 
Matrix. Use of a Relative Risk Matrix provides a consistent approach to 
risk/consequence and assists in the prioritization of work/budgeting. Work 
packages which significantly reduce the risk of a failure of high 
consequences would be readily apparent. The matrices include common, 
risk-based economic and life safety metrics for flood risk management, 
navigation, and hydropower projects. These should be consistent with the 
construction program’s dam safety assurance projects, dam and levee 
seepage control projects, static instability correction projects, and deficiency 
correction, reconstruction, and new construction projects for flood, coastal 
storm damage reduction, navigation, and hydropower efforts. The goal is to 
place all the projects on the same basis for the establishment of priorities 
based on benefits and risk. The use of Relative Risk Matrices will continue 
to be refined in the development of the FY 20 1 2 Budget. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The Corps Districts and Divisions 
are known for doing things in a manner all their own. How is Headquarters 
bringing consistency in these analyses so that the public and Congress are 
confident that the results allow for accurate comparisons across Districts 
and Divisions? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps is using a consistent Relative Risk 
Matrix, based on condition of assets and consequences of failure for ranking 
projects in the Navigation, Flood Risk Management, and Hydropower 
business lines across the country. The Corps is requiring districts to perform 
Operational Condition Assessments using a standardized rating system for 
all inland navigation locks and dams to assess the condition of its 
infrastructure. The Operational Condition Assessments will help assure that 
conditions are measured consistently across the county and facilitate 
evaluating maintenance needs for budgeting purposes. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Waterways of critical public 
safety or military importance might be exceptionally vulnerable to 
disruption, either purposeful or accidental, yet have a low benefit-cost ratio. 
How does the Corps incorporate issues of national security into 
prioritization? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Construction projects are typically prioritized by 
Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) in order to maximize the net economic return to 
the nation. With regard to Operation and Maintenance decisions, the 
funding allocations to support commercial transportation are generally more 
than adequate for national security needs. In situations where national 
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security needs exceed those of commercial navigation, the Federal agency 
with the national security needs would contribute funds to the Corps for the 
additional costs of constructing or maintaining the project. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Last year we heard testimony that 
the Corps was developing a capital expense policy under its Asset 
Management Program, assisted by industry and academia, which will 
include a clear differentiation between routine maintenance and capital 
expenditures. What is the status of this effort? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The capital expense policy is being addressed 
under the Asset Management program. Under this program, the Corps is 
currently developing an Asset Management Framework. This multi-year 
effort will include a way to distinguish routine maintenance from capital 
expenditures. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, again last year we 
received testimony that the Corps was developing economic models to 
better determine the economic benefits and rate of return on investment for 
its Operation and Maintenance projects. At that time, the Corps anticipated 
being able to link channel maintenance expenditures with the vessel 
transportation savings in this budget request, and that return on investment 
estimates would be available for use in the fiscal year 2012 budget 
development process. Will the Corps meet these timelines, and if not, what 
is the current status of these models and how or when will they be used in 
the budgeting process? 
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Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps plans to use the model in a beta test in 
FY 2012 and to apply the model in the FY 2013 budget development 
process. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, the Corps relies on 
Benefit-Cost Ratios (BCR’s) as a key metric in determining which projects 
to fund. Does the BCR for any project change dramatically in this request 
compared to last year? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes Sir. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Why did it change so much? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: There was a misinterpretation by some Corps 
staff of our guidance regarding BCR updates. We have addressed this issue 
by clarifying the circumstances regarding BCR revisions. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Does this call into question the 
way the Corps determines its BCR’s? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: No. The method used to compute BCR’s is 
appropriate. A project BCR is developed during the feasibility phase of the 
project. This BCR is based on the feasibility level cost and benefit estimates 
at that time and an assumed funding stream. When the Corps revises its 
estimate of the BCR, it is usually related to updates to cost or schedule. For 
example, as more detailed cost estimates are developed and actual costs are 
accrued the project cost estimate can change. Also, the current economic 
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conditions can have a significant impact on the actual construction cost. 
Benefits are not updated year to year but may in some cases be updated 
through a post authorization report. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What can be done to improve the 
process? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps is reevaluating the current guidance 
regarding the development of BCRs to insure consistency in the computation 
and in the periodic updating of the BCRs. 
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Program Execution 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, the Corps has received 
significant funds over the last several years to respond to natural disasters 
and under the Recovery Act. Can you discuss the status of the supplemental 
funding you received to respond to natural disasters - excluding New 
Orleans, we’ll get to that in a few minutes. Have you fully allocated all 
funding appropriated for this purpose? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: From September 8, 2005 - June 24, 2009 the 
Corps has received $2.98 billion in non-Recovery Act supplemental funding, 
excluding funds received for repairs to the Gulf Coast. Of this amount, $2.63 
billion has been allocated. 


Account 

Appropriated 

Allocated Amount 


Amount ($M) 

($M) 

Mississippi River 

99.99 

99.94 

and Tributaries 



(MR&T) 



Investigations 

8.16 

2.77 

Construction 

144.10 

142.25 

Operation & 

1,081.21 

1,080.01 

Maintenance 



Flood Control & 

1,654.69 

1,308.29 

Coastal Emergency 



TOTAL 

2,988.15 

2,633.26 
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The Corps has received $4.6 billion in Recovery Act funds. Of this amount, 
$4. 1 7 billion has been allocated. 


Account 

Appropriated 

Allocated Amount 


Amount ($M) 

($M) 

MR&T 

375 

337.6 

Investigations 

25 

23.4 

Construction 

2,000 

1,632 

Operation & 

2,075 

2,050 

Maintenance 



Regulatory 

25 

24.8 

FUSRAP 

100 

98.1 

TOTAL 

4,600 

4,165 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: You’ve requested $30 million in 
your fiscal year 20 1 1 budget for Flood Control and Coastal Emergencies 
(FCCE). What’s the current balance in FCCE, and how much are you 
expecting in the account from carry-over funds at the beginning of fiscal 
year 2011? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The current unallocated balance in the FC&CE 
account excluding Gulf Coast repairs is $346.43 million. This amount 
includes: 

• $4.87 million earmarked for hurricane-damaged projects in the 
State of Pennsylvania 

• $92.80 million for drought emergency assistance 

• $13.52 million for preparedness activities 
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• $129.74 million for the repair of eligible projects 

• $99.5 million for the Devil’s Lake project 

• $6 million for operational support 

At the beginning of fiscal year 201 1, it is estimated the Corps will have 
approximately $190.27 million carry-over of unallocated funds. This amount 
includes: 

• $4.87 million earmarked for projects damaged in Pennsylvania. 

• $5.0 million earmarked for drought. 

• $99.5 million for Devils Lake. 

• $0.9 million from preparedness funds. 

• $80 million of the unallocated funds to repair projects damaged 
prior to 2009. 

Last year, emergency response allocations beginning l March were nearly 
$47 million for mainly spring flooding in 2 states, North Dakota and 
Minnesota. According to the National Weather Service, flooding this year 
will likely exceed the flooding that occurred last year, with an increase in the 
probability of a catastrophic flood. Mississippi River mainstem flooding is 
also anticipated and the Corps has already begun coordination with 7 states. 
The Corps expects to allocate all undistributed emergency response funds 
for emergency response actions in FY1 0. It is possible that a portion of the 
unallocated funds intended for repairs to projects damaged prior to 2009 
may be needed for future emergency response activities. Based on current 
information, Corps emergency response activities may exceed $100 million. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: On average, how much have you 
spent from this account in each of the previous five fiscal years? 
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Gen. Van Antwerp: Excluding Gulf Coast Recovery activities, the 
Corps has spent on average $145.1 M in the FC&CE account. 



FY05 

FY06 

FY07 

FY08 

FY09 

Expenditure ($M) 

70.80 

155.31 

77.95 

159.94 

261.49 

5-yr Average ($M) 

145.10 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Are there additional needs that 
cannot be met by previous appropriations? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes, the November 2009 Nor'easter caused damages 
along the Atlantic Coast. Based on preliminary estimates damages could be 
up to approximately $175million. The Corps also has significant funding 
needs for the Mississippi River Baton Rouge to the Gulf project in FY 2010 
due to the unusually high water conditions being experienced in the lower 
Mississippi River since October 2009. The unusually high flows have 
caused significantly more shoaling in the lower River, resulting in the need 
to employ up to six dredges working simultaneously to keep the channel 
available. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: In the last year, have you been in 
a situation in which you simply did not have enough funding in FCCE to 
meet the emergency need? What did you do? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: No Sir. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What are you doing to ensure that 
the field is appropriately using supplemental funding - in both purpose and 
schedule? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: To ensure that the field is appropriately using 
supplemental funds the following checks and balances are in place: 

• Allocation of funds to identified projects needing repairs. 

• Program Review Board (PRB) monthly conference calls with 
HQ and each division and most districts to discuss and review 
timeliness of project schedules and obligations. 

• Monthly Report to Congress. A required monthly detail report 
is prepared and provided to Congress of monthly allocations 
and obligations of projects in supplemental appropriations as 
specified by Congress. 

• Limitation of field ability to reprogram. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: I know that you often have to pay 
emergency O&M expenses. Do you have an emergency pot of funding for 
these needs? If not, how do you reallocate funding within O&M? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes, there is an initial set-aside of S24 million in 
the O&M account for emergency expenses. This amount results from the 
statutory one percent deduction from each line item in the FY 2010 Energy 
and Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, and is 
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equal to 1 percent of the total of $2.4 billion appropriated for the Operation 
and Maintenance account. The Act requires that the 1 percent set-aside be 
used for emergency activities, that is, for the costs of responding to 
emergencies. Thus far in FY 2010, $10.4 million of the $24 million has 
been allocated to projects for emergency activities. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Do you have any ideas for making 
this system more responsive, while still maintaining fiscal discipline? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: With the Corps infrastructure aging, either the 
statutory deduction or a separate line item for such expenses could play an 
important part in responding to emergency conditions as they arise. 
Correction of failed lock gates and implementation of interim risk reduction 
measures at dams that are discovered to be high risk are two examples of 
how emergency O&M funds are used. There are at least two options that 
would improve the Corps ability to respond to emergencies. First, the 
amount set aside for such purposes could be increased. For instance, in FY 
2009 the statutory deduction was two percent. Second, funds for responding 
to emergencies could be provided in a separate line item. While the effects 
of these options would be similar in addressing unforeseen emergency 
needs, a separate line item would provide the full amount needed to address 
other O&M work based on the Corps estimates for such other work. These 
options would maintain fiscal discipline, as in either case the funds would be 
used only for responding to emergencies. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, the Corps 
received $4.6 billion under the Recovery Act. As of January 22 nd , the Corps 
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had only obligated 62% of this amount. I realize that the Corps did not 
receive its final allocations from OMB until nearly May, but I think we had 
all hoped that, of all agencies, the Corps could execute faster than this. Can 
you give us some insight into the schedule for the obligation and 
expenditure of the remaining funds? 

Ms. Darcy: Yes. Through February 19, 2010, the Corps has obligated 
$3,060 billion and outlaid $0,952 billion, or 67 percent and 21 percent, 
respectively, of the appropriated funds for Civil Works. By September 30, 
the Corps expects to obligate $4,437 billion and outlay $2,482 billion. The 
unobligated balance of $163 million is authorized to be obligated after FY 
2010 for engineering and design, supervision, inspection, overhead, and 
claims on awarded contracts, plus management and oversight. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: You have less than 9 months to 
obligate more than $1.7 billion dollars. Is all of this funding scheduled to be 
obligated? 

Ms. Darcy: Yes. Currently, all of the funds are scheduled for 
obligation by September 30, 2010, except for the amount ($163 million) 
allowed to be carried over for project and contract management. The lists of 
projects approved for Recovery Act funding have been updated twice to 
date, as estimates have changed. The Army will continue to update these 
lists during FY 2010, so that funds resulting from savings or slippages can 
be applied to other projects and all Recovery Act funds can be used 
effectively for their authorized purposes. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr, Frelinghuysen: In your view, what were the major 
benefits of the funding? Does the Corps have job estimates or economic 
benefit details that you could share with us today? 

Ms. Darcy: Consistent with the statute, the Civil Works investments 
funded with Recovery Act funds were selected to produce long-term 
benefits, to achieve work mainly through contracting, and to award the 
contracts in a short period of time. 

This approach maximizes private sector employment impacts with a strong 
emphasis on small businesses. Stimulus effects begin with contract award 
when the contractor hires workers, order materials and equipment, and take 
other steps to complete the work, creating ripples through the economy. For 
the fiscal quarter October through December 2009, recipients of Civil Works 
Recovery Act funds reported that they funded the equivalent of about 6,000 
full time jobs. 

The Civil Works program helps to carry out the goals of the Recovery Act. 
By selecting work on high-performing construction projects, for example, 
the Army has taken steps to ensure that the investments will result in 
navigation, flood risk management, aquatic ecosystem restoration, and other 
outputs and services for years to come. 

The following table displays some of the expected accomplishments from 
Civil Works investment of Recovery Act funds. 

Navigation 
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48 Locks being repaired or improved. 

236 Commercial ports served by funded navigation projects. 

Flood Risk Management 

122 Projects to improve dam safety and reduce risks to life and property. 
76 Local flood protection projects (such as levees) to reduce risk to life 
and property. 

96 Dam and reservoir projects being repaired and maintained. 

10 Emergency bank erosion protection projects being constructed. 

820 Levee safety inspections being carried out. 

Environment 

45 Projects restoring aquatic ecosystems. 

93 Projects involving improved management of natural resources. 

5 Radioactivity-contaminated sites being returned to beneficial use. 

Hydropower 

35 Hydropower projects being repaired or improved. 

Recreation 

460 Recreation areas being maintained or upgraded. 

Environmental Infrastructure 

148 Local water supply and wastewater projects being constructed. 

Project Counts 
830 Projects. 
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71 Projects completed. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Every year, this Subcommittee asks for 
capability estimates on hundreds of projects, and every year we admonish 
the Corps to come up with realistic schedules and costs. As we do every 
year, this Subcommittee will have to make difficult decisions regarding 
tradeoffs between various federal programs. Carryover in the regular 
appropriations has continued to be higher than any of us would like, yet we 
give the Corps at least two opportunities to update the Subcommittee on 
individual project needs before we set the final appropriation. What 
improvements to your processes has the Corps made in the last year? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Following the appropriation of funds, the Corps 
reviews the status of each project. In these reviews, it is not uncommon to 
find that a portion of the funds appropriated are not scheduled, indicating 
that our capability estimates as a whole had declined from the last estimates 
provided to the Subcommittees. In some cases, this occurs because the prior 
Corps schedule did not take adequate account of the risks and uncertainties 
that can affect our projects. Therefore, the Corps has focused on improving 
scheduling. First, training has been instituted for hundreds of Corps project 
and program managers on realistic, risk-based scheduling. Second, monthly 
Program Review Board meetings with Headquarters and Division 
representatives have included discussions on the importance of risk-based 
scheduling, including improving coordination with non-Federal interests on 
their plans and capabilities without creating potentially false expectations of 
funding. Third, “summits” will be held in the spring of 20 10 to discuss with 
Division and District leaders ways to improve execution of appropriated 
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funds, particularly with regard to the Continuing Authorities Program and 
the Investigations account. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What general lessons have you 
learned regarding why your projects have such high carryover? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps is working on improving scheduling 
to reduce carryover resulting from slippages. In addition, the Corps 
recently has received unprecedented levels of funding, such as through 
supplemental appropriations to respond to Hurricane Katrina and other 
major storms, and through the Recovery Act. Supplemental funds provided 
for hurricane recovery in Southeastern Louisiana, which is the bulk of the 
unobligated supplemental funds, are planned for obligation through FY 
2011. Recovery Act funds are generally planned for obligation over two 
fiscal years. 

As scheduling practices improve and as Recovery Act and supplemental 
funds are drawn down, carryover is expected to decline. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Please provide, for the record, a 
project by project list of expected carryover into fiscal year 2011. 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The requested list is attached. 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


AK ADAK HARBOR 70 

AK AKUTAN HARBOR, AK 332,406 

AK ALASKA REGIONAL PORTS, AK 302,607 

AK ANCHORAGE HARBOR DEEPENING, AK 1 98,61 3 

AK BARROW COASTAL STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, AK 1 22,500 

AK COFFMAN COVE, AK 14 

AK CRAIG HARBOR, AK 20 

AK DELONG MOUNTAIN HARBOR, AK 34,386 

AK EKLUTNA RIVER WATERSHED, AK 657,702 

AK FIRE ISLAND, AK 4,011 

AK HAINES HARBOR, AK 6 

AK HOMER HARBOR MODIFICATION, AK 7,768 

AK KAKTOVIK, AK 281 

AK KENAI RIVER BLUFF EROSION, AK 0 

AK KETCHIKAN HARBOR, AK 36,595 

AK KLAWOCK HARBOR 32,552 

AK KNIK BRIDGE CROSSING, AK 1 ,000 

AK KOTZEBUE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, AK 7,304 

AK LITTLE DIOMEDE HARBOR, AK 17,729 

AK MATANUSKA EROSION -CLOSED 43,965 

AK MATANUSKA RIVER WATERSHED, AK 172 

AK MCGRATH, AK 1,931 

AK MEKORYUK HARBOR, AK 135,882 

AK PERRYVILLE HARBOR, AK 5,000 

AK PORT LIONS HARBOR, AK 0 

AK SAINT GEORGE HARBOR IMPROVEMENT, AK 97,663 

AK SHIP CREEK WATERSHED, AK 157,428 

AK SITKA HARBOR, AK 57,917 

AK SKAGWAY RIVER, AK 1 

AK UNALAKLEET HARBOR, AK 13,885 

AK UNALASKA HARBOR, AK 3,029 

AK VALDEZ HARBOR EXPANSION. AK 214,375 

AK WHITTIER BREAKWATER, AK 13 

AK YAKUTAT HARBOR, AK 2,044 

AL BREWTON AND EAST BREWTON, AL 50, 1 97 

AL VILLAGE CREEK, JEFFERSON COUNTY (BIRMINGHAM WATERSHED), AL 1 0,982 

AR ARK RVR ENV REST, LK DARDANELLE, RUSSELLVILLE & FT SMITH. A 0 

AR ARKANSAS RIVER LEVEES, AR 41 

AR LOWER MISS RESOURCE ASSESSMENT, ARIL KY LA MS MO TN 141,814 

AR MAY BRANCH, FORT SMITH, AR 212,782 

m MCCLELLAN-KERR AR RIVER NAV SYSTEM, 1 2-FT NAVIGATION CHANNEL 0 

AR NORTH LITTLE ROCK, DARK HOLLOW, AR 426.471 

AR PINE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR 90,031 

AR RED RIVER NAVIGATION STUDY, SOUTHWEST ARKANSAS, AR 1 3,393 

AR SOUTHWEST ARKANSAS, AR 94,982 

AR WHITE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, AR & MO 0 

AR WHITE RIVER MINIMUM FLOWS, AR 321 ,169 

AR WHITE RIVER NAVIGATION TO NEWPORT, AR 0 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


A Z AGUA FR1A, TRILBY WASH, AZ 0 

A Z GILA RIVER - TONTO CREEK, AZ 0 

AZ LITTLE COLORADO RIVER (WINSLOW), AZ 36,384 

AZ LITTLE COLORADO RIVER, AZ 81,793 

AZ NAVAJO NATION, AZ, NM, UT 212,392 

AZ PASCUA YAQUI (BLACK WASH WATERSHED), AZ 196,483 

AZ PIMA COUNTY, AZ 0 

AZ RILLITO RIVER, PIMA COUNTY, AZ 1 1 ,806 

AZ RIO DE FLAG FLAGSTAFF, AZ 35 

AZ RIO SALADO OESTE, SALT RIVER, AZ 1 ,325 

AZ SANTA CRUZ RIVER (GRANT TO FT. LOWELL), AZ 506 

AZ SANTA CRUZ RIVER, PASEO DE LAS IGLESIAS, AZ 0 

AZ UPPER AGUA FRIA, AZ 99,665 

AZ VA SHLY-AY AKIMEL SALT RIVER RESTORATION, AZ 0 

CA ALISO CREEK MAINSTEM, CA 40,020 

CA ARANA GULCH WATERSHED, CA 3 

CA ARROYO DE LA LAGUNA, CA 47,606 

CA ARROYO SECO WATERSHED, CA 322 

CA BALLONA CREEK ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 221 

CA BOLINAS LAGOON ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 0 

CA BUTTE BASIN CA 19,125 

CA CALFEO LEVEE STABILITY PROGRAM, CA 247 

CA CALIFORNIA COASTAL SEDIMENT MASTER PLAN, CA 5,721 

CA CARPINTERIA SHORELINE STUDY 0 

CA CITY OF INGLEWOOD 0 

CA CITY OF NORWALK, CA 0 

CA CITY OF SAN BERNARDINO, CA 1 

CA CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA 0 

CA COAST OF CA, SOUTH COAST REGION (LOS ANGELES COUNTY) 49 

CA CORTE MADERA WATERSHED, CA 52 

CA COYOTE & BERRYESSA CREEKS, CA 39,239 

CA COYOTE DAM, CA 1 

CA DESERT HOT SPRINGS. CA 121,747 

CA EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, CA 772 

CA ESTUDILLO CANAL, CA 218 

CA FRAZIER CREEK, CA 111 

CA GOLETA BEACH, CITY OF GOLETA, CA 1 3 

CA GRAYSON AND MURDERER’S CREEKS, WALNUT CREEK BASIN, CA 90,812 

CA HAMILTON CITY, CA 0 

CA HEACOCK CHANNEL, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, RIVERSIDE, CA 5,597 

CA HUMBOLDT BAY LONG TERM SHOAL MGMT 58 

CA HUNTINGTON HARBOR DREDGING, CA 24 

CA LA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION. CA 25 

CA LA RIVER WATERCOURSE, HEADWORKS AREA, CA 79,233 

CA LA RIVER WATERCOURSE, SAN JOSE CREEK, CA 355,787 

CA LACDA WHITTIER NARROWS WATER CONSERVATION, CA 31 8,848 

CA LAGUNA CREEK WATERSHED, CA 408,421 

CA LAGUNA DE SANTA ROSA, CA 1 2,000 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


CA LLAGAS CREEK, CA 1 1 ,444 

CA LONG BEACH BREAKWATER, CA 8,622 

CA LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CA 29 

CA LOWER MISSION CREEK, CA 1 ,430 

CA MALIBU CREEK WATERSHED, CA 333,584 

CA MARINA DEL REY BALLONA CRK- CA 973 

CA MATILIJA DAM, CA 0 

CA MIDDLE CREEK, CA 16,912 

CA MUGU LAGOON, CA 9 

CA N CA STREAMS, DRY CREEK, MIDDLETOWN. CA 316,747 


N CA STREAMS, LOWER CACHE CRK, YOLO CNTY, WOODLAND & VIC, CA 


N CA STREAMS, LOWER SACRAMENTO RVR RIPARIAN REVEGETATION, CA 
CA NAPA RIVER, SALT MARSH RESTORATION, CA 
CA NAPA VALLEY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT, CA 
CA NEWPORT BAY/SAN DIEGO CREEK WATERSHED, CA 

CA NORTH DELTA ISLANDS CA 
CA OAKLAND HARBOR (50 FOOT PROJECT), CA 
CA OC. SANTA ANA RIV BASIN, CA 
CA OCEAN BEACH, CA 

ORANGE COUNTY SHORELINE, LOWER SANTA ANA RIVER WATERSHED, 
CA CA 

CA ORANGE COUNTY SPECIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN, CA 
CA PAJARO RIVER AT WATSONVILLE, CA 
CA PAJARO RIVER BASIN STUDY, CA 
CA PENINSULA BEACH, CA 
CA PINE FLAT DAM RESTORATION 
CA POSO CREEK, CA 

CA PRADO BASIN ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, CA 
CA PRADO BASIN WATER SUPPLY, CA 
CA REDWOOD CITY HARBOR, CA 
CA RESERVOIR RE-OPERATION RECON 

CA RIVERSIDE COUNTY SPECIAL AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN, CALIFORNIA 

CA ROCK CREEK AND KEEFER SLOUGH, CA 

CA RUSSIAN RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 

CA SACRAMENTO AND SAN JOAQUIN COMPREHENSIVE BASIN STUDY, CA 

CA SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL (GRR), CA 

CA SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA 

CA SAC-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA ISLANDS AND LEVEES, CA 

CA SAN BERNARDINO LAKES AND STREAMS, CA 

CA SAN CLEMENTE SHORELINE, CA 

CA SAN DIEGO COUNTY SHORELINE, CA 

CA SAN DIEGO COUNTY SPECIAL AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN, CA 

CA SAN FRANCiSQUITO CREEK, CA 

CA SAN GABRIEL RIVER TO NEWPORT BAY, CA 

CA SAN JACINTO RIVER, CA 

CA SAN JACINTO RIVER, ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 


0 

0 

0 

195 

34,620 

504,469 

183,688 

1,577,764 

40,801 

0 

74 

671,167 

46,367 

69,938 

106,584 

1,916 

24,562 

0 

569,999 

3,744 

315,530 

6 

0 

95,108 

152,511 

1,495 

282,361 

249 

106,364 

42,782 

482 

90,952 

120,587 

0 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


SAN JOAQUIN RB, WEST STANISLAUS COUNTY, ORESTIMBA CREEK, CA 


CA SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN, LOWER SAN JOAQUIN, CA 1 ,374 

CA SAN JOAQUIN VALLEY REGION, CA 3,943 

CA SAN JUAN CREEK, SOUTH ORANGE COUNTY, CA 90 

CA SAN PABLO BAY WATERSHED, CA 507,219 

CA SANTA ANA RIVER & TRIBUTARIES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 285,014 

CA SANTA ANA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, BIG BEAR LAKE, CA 114 

CA SANTA CLARA RIVER WATERSHED, CA 528,307 

CA SANTA ROSA CREEK ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 2 

CA SERRANO CREEK, CA 0 

CA SEVEN OAKS AND PRADO DAMS WATER CONSERVATION, CA 430,549 

CA SOLANA BEACH, CA 47 

CA SONOMA CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, CA 1 87,867 

CA SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO SHORELINE, CA 1 ,379 

CA $T. HELENA COMPREHENSIVE FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT, CA 49,087 

CA STRONG & CHICKEN RANCH SLGH CA 76,978 

CA SUN VALLEY WATERSHED, CA 0 

CA SUTTER COUNTY, CA 0 

CA THE COYOTE CREEK - LOWER SAN GABRIEL WATERSHED, CA 1 00 

CA UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER. CA 188,245 

CA UPPER NEWPORT BAY, CA 76,980 

CA UPPER PENITENCIA CREEK, CA 121,126 

CA UPPER STA ANA RIVER WATRSHD.CA 123,455 

CA VENTURA AND SANTA BARBARA COUNTY SHORELINE, CA 2,253 

CA VENTURA HARBOR SAND BYPASS, CA 547 

CA WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 475,673 

CA WESTMINSTER (EAST GARDEN GROVE) WATERSHED, CA 29,397 

CA WHITE RIVER AND DEER CREEK, CA 35 

CA WHITEWATER RIVER BASIN, CA 630,875 

CA WILDCAT AND SAN PABLO CREEKS, CA 1 ,077 

CA WILSON AND OAK GLEN CREEKS, CA 1,160 

CA YUBA RIVER BASIN, CA 131,107 

CO ADAMS AND DENVER COUNTIES, CO 1 77.807 

CO ARAPAHOE COUNTY, CO 168,228 

CO BASALT, CO 1,042,805 

CO BOULDER CREEK, CO 0 

CO CACHE LA POUDRE. CO 86 

CO CHATFIELD, CHERRY CREEK AND BEAR CREEK RESERVOIRS. CO 59,779 

CO FOUNTAIN CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES, CO 29,864 

CO ZUNI AND SUN VALLEY REACHES, SOUTH PLATTE RIVER, CO 605 

DC CHES BAY SHORELINE-SEDI BUDG, MODEL & REG SEDI MGT, MD,PA,VA 0 

DC WASHINGTON, DC & VICINITY 21 ,660 

DE CHRISTINA RIVER WATERSHED, PA, DE & MD 44,876 

FL DAYTONA BEACH SHORES, FL 1,492 

FL EGMONT KEY SHORELINE, FL 829,518 

FL FLAGLER COUNTY, FL 1,564 

FL GLBISCAYNE BAY FEAS 10 

FL HILLSBOROUGH RIVER, FL 351.613 
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State 

INVESTIGATIONS 

Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

FL 

INACT-LITTLE TALBOT ISLAND, FL 

72,786 

FL 

INDIAN RIVER LAGOON NORTH, FL 

12,672,374 

FL 

LAKE WORTH INLET, PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 

39,352 

FL 

MIAMI HARBOR DEEPENING, FL 

284,189 

FL 

MILE POINT, FL 

441,278 

FL 

OKALOOSA HURRICANE STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, FL 

124,055 

FL 

PANAMA CITY BEACHES, FL 

15,234 

FL 

PANAMA CITY HARBOR, FL 

4,669 

FL 

PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR, FL 

407,831 

FL 

SARASOTA, LIDO KEY, FL 

123,392 

FL 

ST JOHN'S COUNTY, FL 

310,622 

FL 

ST LUCIE COUNTY BEACHES, FL 

15 

FL 

ST PETERSBURG HARBOR. FL 

13,512 

FL 

WALTON COUNTY, FL 

77,722 

FL 

WITHLACOOCHEE RIVER, FL 

30,721 

GA 

ALLATOONA LAKE, GA 

0 

GA 

AUGUSTA, GA 

259 

GA 

DEEP AND CAMP CREEKS WATERSHED STUDY 

4 

GA 

INDIAN, SUGAR, ENTRENCHMENT AND FEDERAL PRISON CREEKS, GA 

6,492 

GA 

LONG ISLAND, MARSH AND JOHNS CREEKS. GA 

977,999 

GA 

METRO ATLANTA WATERSHED, GA 

0 

GA 

NEW SAVANNAH BLUFF LOCK AND DAM, GA & SC 

91 

GA 

SAVANNAH ESTURAY & FW WETLAND, GA 

1 

GA 

SAVANNAH HARBOR ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, GA 

7,213 

GA 

SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GA 

44,729 

GA 

SAVANNAH HARBOR SEDIMENT CONTROL WORKS, GA & SC 

72,727 

GA 

SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE. GA & SC 

204,668 

GA 

TYBEE ISLAND, GA 

15,903 

GM 

HAGATNA RIVER FLOOD CONTROL, GUAM 

45,487 

HI 

ALA WAI CANAL, OAHU, HI 

460,625 

HI 

BARBERS POINT HARBOR MODIFICATION, OAHU, HI 

109,847 

HI 

HILO HARBOR MODIFICATIONS, HI 

759 

HI 

HYDROELECTRIC POWER ASSESSMENT, HI 

0 

HI 

KAHUKU STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT, OAHU, HI 

1 

HI 

KAWAIHAE DEEP DRAFT HARBOR MODIFICATIONS, HAWAII, HI 

499 

HI 

KIHEI AREA EROSION, HI 

115 

HI 

MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUI, HI 

3,263 

HI 

NAWILIWILI HARBOR MODIFICATION, KAUAI, HI 

0 

HI 

WAIAKEA-PALAI, HI 

119,417 

HI 

WAIKIKI EROSION CONTROL, HI 

1,231 

HI 

WAILUPE STREAM, OAHU, HI 

129,371 

HI 

WEST MAUI WATERSHED, MAUI, HI 

2,030 

IA 

CEDAR RVR TIME CHECK AREA, CEDAR RAPIDS, IA 

1,362,013 

IA 

CLEAR LAKE WATERSHED, IA 

241 

IA 

HUMBOLDT, IA 

79,096 

IA 

UPPER MISS FLOW FREQUENCYSTUDY 

572 

IA 

UPPER MISS RVR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, IL, IA, MO, MN & Wl 

10,009 

ID 

BOISE RIVER, BOISE, ID 

70,000 
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State INVESTIGATIONS 

IL ALEXANDER & PULASKI COUNTIES, IL 
IL DES PLAINES RIVER, IL {PHASE II) 

IL GRAYVILLE DAM, IL 
IL ILLINOIS BEACH STATE PARK, IL 
IL ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION , IL 
IL ILLINOIS RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, IL 
IL ILLINOIS SHORELINE EROSION 

IL ILLINOIS WATERWAY CALUMET-SAG MODIFICATION PROJECT, IL 

INTERBASIN CONTROL OF GREAT LAKES-MISSISSIPPI RIVER AQUATIC 
L NUISANCE SPECIES, IL, IN, OH & Wl 
IL KANKAKEE RIVER BASIN, IL & IN 
IL KEITH CREEK, ROCKFORD, IL 
IL OHIO RIVER SE ILLINOIS 
IL PEORIA RIVERFRONT DEVELOPMENT, IL 
IL PRAIRIE DU PONT AND FISH LAKE FLOOD PROTECTION, IL 
IL ROCK RIVER, IL & Wl 

IL SOUTH FORK OF SOUTH BRANCH OF CHICAGO RIVER (BUBBLY CRK), IL 
UPPER MISS RIVER - ILLINOIS WW SYSTEM, IL, IA, MN, MO & W1SYSTEM, IL, 
L IA, MO, MN & Wl 
IL WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL 

IL WOOD RIVER LEVEE, IL 

IN CENTRAL WABASH CORRIDOR, IN 
IN INDIANA HARBOR, IN 
KS BRUSH CREEK BASIN, KS & MO 
KS MANHATTAN, KS 
KS TOPEKA, KS 
KS UPPER TURKEY CREEK. KS 

KS WALNUT AND WHITEWATER RIVER WATERSHEDS, KS 

KY C_(216)POND CK ECOSYS REST, KY 

KY GREENUP LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & OH 

KY LICKING RIVER, CYNTHIANA, KY 

KY METRO LOU MILL CK 

KY METRO LOU SOUTHWEST 013219 

KY NORTHERN KY RIVERFRONT COMMONS, KY 

KY OHIO RIVER MAIN STEM SYSTEMS STUDY, KY, IL, IN, PA, WV & OH 

KY OHIO RIVER SHORELINE, PADUCAH, KY 

LA AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA 

LA AMITE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, BAYOU MANCHAC, LA 

LA ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF AND BLACK, LA 

LA BAYOU LAFOURCHE AND LAFOURCHE JUMP WATERWAY, LA 

LA BAYOU SORREL LOCK, LA 

LA BOSSIER PARISH, LA 

LA CALCASIEU LOCK, LA 

LA CALCASIEU RIVER & PASS NAVIGATION, LA 

LA CALCASIEU RIVER BASIN, LA 

LA CROSS LAKE, LA WATER SUPPLY IMPROVEMENTS 

LA Gl - LAFAYETTE PARISH, LA 

LA LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA 
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Fiscal Year 2011 

947,133 

23.558 
278 

0 

31 

48,645 

164,805 

90,623 

109 

0 

1,735 

133,540 

250,315 

165,645 

116 

89,464 

120,426 

0 

23,634 

0 

0 

12,874 

155 

49,418 

10,193 

208,192 

143.000 

818.000 
5,028 
2,732 

55,597 

111,169 

40,930 

71,639 

383,123 

57.559 
1,581 

0 

0 

2,105 

53,562 

486,910 

101,000 

9,161 

5,640 

69,051 
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State 


LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

MA 

MA 

MA 

MA 

MA 

MA 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

MD 

ME 

Ml 

Ml 

Ml 

Ml 

Ml 

Ml 

M! 

Ml 

Ml 

Ml 

MN 

MN 

MN 

MN 


INVESTIGATIONS 

LOUISIANA COASTAL AREA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LA (SCIENCE 
PROGRAM) 

LOUISIANA COASTAL PROTECTION AND RESTORATION, LA 
PLAQUEMINES PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA 
PORT OF IBERIA, LA 

SOUTHWEST COASTAL LOUISIANA HURRICANE PROTECTION, LA 

ST BERNARD PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA 

ST CHARLES PARISH URBAN FLOOD CONTROL, LA 

ST JOHN THE BAPTIST PARISH, LA 

WEST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA 

WEST SHORE, LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN, LA 

BLACKSTONE RIVER WATERSHED RESTORATION, MA & Rl 

BOSTON HARBOR DEEP DRAFT INVESTIGATION, MA 

MALDEN RIVER ECOSYSTEM, MA 

MERRIMACK RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, NH & MA 

PILGRIM LAKE, TRURO & PROVINCETOWN, MA 

SOMERSET AND SEARSBURG DAMS, DEERFIELD RIVER, MA & VT 

ANACOSTIA RIVER & TRIBUTARIES COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, MD 

ANACOSTIA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, PG COUNTY LEVEE, MD & DC 

BALTIMORE METRO - GWYNNS FALLS, MD 

BALTIMORE METRO - PATAPSCO & BACK RIVERS, MD 

CHES BAY SHORELINE-SUSQUE REGIONAL & RESERVOIR SEDIMENT 

MGMT 

CHESAPEAKE BAY MARSHLANDS, MD (BLACKWATER WILDLIFE REFUGE) 

CHESAPEAKE BAY SHORELINE, MARYLAND COASTAL MANAGEMENT, MD 
DELAWARE RIVER, CHES AND DEL CANAL, DE & MD 
EASTERN SHORE, MID CHESAPEAKE BAY ISLAND, MD 
JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE REALLOCATION, MD & WV 

LOWER POTOMAC ESTUARY WATERSHED. ST MARY'S WATERSHED, MD 
MIDDLE POTOMAC RIVER - GREATER SENECA/MUDDY BRANCH, MD 

SUSQUEHANNA R BASIN ENV RESTORATION & LOW FLOW MGMT PLAN, PA 

SEARSPORT HARBOR. ME 

BELLE ISLE SHORELINE, DETROIT, MICHIGAN 

CLINTON RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, Ml 

DETROIT RIVER MASTER PLAN, Ml 

DETROIT RIVER SEAWALLS, Ml 

GREAT LAKES NAV SYST STUDY, Ml, IL, IN, MN, NY, OH. PA & Wl 
JOHN GLENN GR LAKES BASIN STRAT PLAN,IL,IN,MI,MN,NY,OH,PA&WI 
LANSING, Ml 
LUNA PIER Ml FDR 

ROUGE RIVER SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY 
ST. CLAIR RIVER AND LAKE ST. CLAIR, Ml 

BLUE EARTH RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, MN (MN RIVER AUTH) 
MARSH LAKE, MN (MINNESOTA RIVER AUTHORITY) 

MINNEHAHA CREEK WATERSHED, UMR LAKE ITASCA TO L&D 2, MN 
MINNESOTA RIVER BASIN, MN & SD 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

4 

34,639 

942,918 

9,856 

122,070 

0 

151 

241.948 

0 

36,348 

0 

101,830 

0 

1,353 

1,452 

510,170 

154,478 

214,844 

0 

896 

124 

15,197 

62 

284,597 

236,053 

294,218 

7,013 

74,483 

82,009 

573,197 

55,580 

369 

99,907 

0 

10,832 

674,310 

44,808 

191,370 

47,441 

159,740 

21,756 

50,665 

591 

19 
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State 


MN 

MN 

MN 

MN 

MN 

MO 

MO 

MO 

MO 

MO 

MO 

MO 

MS 

MS 

MS 

MS 

MS 

MS 

MS 

MT 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NO 

NC 

NC 

NC 

NC 

NC 

NC 

NC 

NC 

ND 

ND 

NE 

NE 

NH 

NJ 

NJ 


INVESTIGATIONS 

MINNESOTA RIVER WATERSHED STUDY, MN & SD (MINNESOTA RIVER 
AUTHORITY) 

RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN, ND, MN, SD & MANITOBA, CANADA 
SOUTH WASHINGTON COUNTY WATERSHED, UMR LAKE ITASCA TO L&D 2, 
MN 

SUNRISE RIVER WATERSHED STUDY (ST, CROIX RIVER BASIN) 

WILD RICE RIVER, RED RIVER OF THE NORTH BASIN, MN 

KANSAS C1TYS, MO & KS 

MISSOURI RIVER DEGRADATION, MO 

MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, UNITS L455 & R460-471, MO & KS 

RIVER DES PERES, MO 

SPRINGFIELD, MO 

ST LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, MO 

ST LOUIS MISSISSIPPI RIVERFRONT, MO & IL 

BAYOU CASOTTE CHANNEL WIDENING 

COASTAL MISSISSIPPI HURRICANE AND STORM DAMAGE PROTECTION 
STUDY, MS 

HANCOCK COUNTY STREAMS, NA 
MISSISSIPPI GULF COAST 
NE MS REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY 
PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS 
PEARL RIVER WATERSHED, MS 
YELLOWSTONE RIVER CORRIDOR, MT 
GREAT LAKES BIOHYDROLICAL 
GREAT LAKES REC 

MISSOURI RIVER, ND, MT, SD, NE, IA, KS & MO 

MON RIVER CSX SITE 

NATIONAL SHORELINE 

NORTH GEORGIA WATERSHED STUDY, GA 

TUTUILA HARBOR, AM SAMOA 

UNKNOWN 

VARIOUS CLOSEOUT PROJECTS 

BOGUE BANKS, NC 

CURRITUCK SOUND, NC 

HATTERAS AND ORACOKE ISLANDS, NC 

JOHN H KERR DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA & NC (SECTION 216) 

NC INTERNATIONAL PORT, NC 
NEUSE RIVER BASIN, NC 
PRINCEVILLE, NC 

SURF CITY AND NORTH TOPSAIL BEACH, NC 
TAR RIVER AND PAMLICO SOUND, NC 

FARGO, ND-MOORHEAD,MN & UPSTREAM SUB-BASIN (RRN BASIN AUTH) 

FARGO-MOORHEAD METRO, ND 

LOWER PLATTE RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NE 

SAND CREEK WATERSHED, SAUNDERS COUNTY, NEBRASKA 

PORTSMOUTH HARBOR & PISCATAQUA RIVER, TURNING BASIN, NH 

DELAWARE RIVER COMPREHENSIVE, NJ 

GOFFLE BROOK, BOROUGH OF HAWTHORNE, NJ 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

4,896 

542 

20,771 

174,978 

0 

38,061 

0 

64,692 

95,001 

0 

66,576 

74,421 

144 

282,112 

0 

34,981 

209,828 

185,494 

2,504 

14 

13,354 

118,551 

18,815 

59 

403,682 

1,534 

317 

2,262 

0 

0 

7,224 

92,827 

6,000 

6,430 

0 

796,720 

6,208 

72,196 

38 

38,929 

301 

63,401 

20 

68,661 

19,823 
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State INVESTIGATIONS 

NJ HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS, NJ 

NJ HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY. LOWER PASSAIC RIVER, NJ 

NJ LOWER SADDLE RIVER, BERGEN COUNTY, NJ 

NJ MANALAPAN BROOK WATERSHED, NJ 

NJ MANASQUAN INLET TO BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 

NJ NEW JERSEY INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, ENV RESTORATION, NJ 

NJ NEW JERSEY SHORE PROTECTION, HEREFORD TO CAPE MAY INLET, NJ 

NJ NEW JERSEY SHORELINE ALTERNATIVE LONG-TERM NOURISHMENT, NJ 

NJ PASSAIC RIVER MAINSTEM, NJ 

NJ PASSAIC RIVER, HARRISON, NJ 

NJ PECKMAN RIVER BASIN, NJ 

NJ RAHWAY RIVER BASIN, NJ 

NJ RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY(PORT MONMOUTH), NJ 

NJ RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, HIGHLANDS, NJ 

NJ RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, KEYPORT, NJ 

NJ RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, LEONARDO, NJ 

NJ RARITAN RIVER BASIN. GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ 

NJ SHREWSBURY RIVER & TRIBUTARIES, NJ 

NJ So. Rvr Rartn Rvr Basin, NJ 

NJ SOUTH RIVER, RARITAN RIVER BASIN, NJ 

NJ STONY BROOK, MILLSTONE RIVER BASIN, NJ 

NJ UPPER PASSAIC RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NJ 

NJ UPPER ROCKAWAY RIVER, NJ 

NJ WOODBRIDGE RIVER BASIN. NJ 

NJ WRECK POND, NJ 

NM EAST MESA LAS CRUCES, NM 

NM ESPANOLA VALLEY, RIO GRANDE AND TRIBUTARIES, NM 

NM RIO GRANDE BASIN, NM, CO &TX 
NM RIO GRANDE BOSQUE, NM 

NM SANTA FE, NM 

NM SW VALLEY FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, ALBUQUERQUE, NM 

NV TAHOE BASIN, CA & NV 

NV TAHOE SECTION 503 

NV TRUCKEE MEADOWS, NV 

NY BRONX RIVER BASIN, NY 

NY BUFFALO RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, NY 

NY DELAWARE RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE, NY, NJ, PA & MD 

NY DUTCHESS COUNTY WATERSHEDS, NY 

NY EAST RIVER SEAWALL, QUEENS COUNTY, NY 

NY EASTCHESTER CREEK. NY 

NY ESOPUS & PL ATTEKILL, NY 

NY FLUSHING BAY AND CREEK, NY 

NY FORGE RIVER WTRSHED, NY 

NY GREENWOOD LAKE, NY 

NY HASHAMOMUCK COVE, NY 

NY HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, GOWANUS CANAL, NY 
NY HUDSON - RARITAN ESTUARY, NY & NJ 
NY JAMAICA BAY, MARINE PARK AND PLUMB BEACH, NY 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

4,748 

275,308 

386,827 

45 

5,212 

0 

859 

243,693 

186 

8,649 

802,283 

90.000 

85,361 

49,400 

268,447 

449,038 

381 

314,603 

1 

514,619 

0 

0 

38 

745 

88,135 

96,867 

18,545 

865 

1,162 

455,044 

281,513 

159,841 

37,332 

72 

184,656 

153,339 

38,358 

3 

138,187 

205 

1,234 

0 

253,510 

5,222 

24,696 

158,539 

87,010 

19,070 
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State INVESTIGATIONS 

NY LAKE MONTAUK HARBOR, NY 
NY MANH BCH & SHEEPSHEAD BAY, NY 
NY MONTAUK POINT, NY 

NY NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY & NJ 

NY NEW YORK HARBOR ANCHORAGE AREAS, NY 
NY NIAGARA RIVER, NY WATERSHED 
NY NORTH SHORE OF LONG ISLAND, ASHAROKEN, NY 
NY NORTH SHORE OF LONG ISLANO, BAYVILLE, NY 
NY ONONDAGA LAKE, NY (PL 101-596) 

NY RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, UNION BEACH, NJ 

NY SAW MILL RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, NY 

NY SAW MILL RIVER AT ELMSFORD AND GREENBURGH, NY 

NY SOUTH SHORE OF STATEN ISLAND, NY 

NY SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN - NY 

NY TEN MILE RVR, NY & CT 

NY UPPER DE. RIVER BASIN, NY 

NY 

UPPER DELAWARE RIVER WATERSHED, FLOODPLAIN RECONNECTION, NY 

NY UPPER DELAWARE RIVER WATERSHED. LIVINGSTONE MANOR, NY 

NY UPPER SUSQ R BASIN-PHASE II 

NY UPPER SUSQ RB-VILL OF MCGRAW 

UPPER SUSQUEHANNA COMPREHENSIVE FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION. 

NY NY 

NY 

UPPER SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN ENVIRON REST, COOPERSTOWN, NY 
NY 

UPPER SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BASIN, CATATONK CREEK WATERSHED, NY 
NY WESTCHESTER COUNTY STREAMS. NY 
OH BELPRE, OH 

OH COLUMBUS METRO, LOWER BIG DARBY, OH 

OH CUYAHOGA RIVER BULKHEAD STUDY, CLEVELAND, OH 

OH DUCK CREEK, WASHINGTON, NOBLE, GUERNSEY & MONROE COUNTIES 

OH HOCKING RIVER BASIN ENV RESTORATION, MONDAY CREEK, OH 

OH MAHONING RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, OH & PA 

OH MUSKINGUM BASIN SYSTEM STUDY, OH 

0H OHIO RIVER BASIN (COMPREHENSIVE), OH, PA, WV, KY, TN, IN, IL. VA & AL 
OH WESTERN LAKE ERIE BASIN, OH, IN & Ml 

OH WHEELING CREEK, OH WATERSHED ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION 
OK ARKANSAS RIVER CORRIDOR, OK 

OK GRAND (NEOSHO) RIVER BASIN WATERSHED, OK, KS, MO & AR 

OK GRAND LAKE, OK 

OK MIAMI AND VICINITY, OK 

OK MOUNTAIN FORK RIVER WATERSHED OK & AR 

OK OOLOGAH LAKE WATERSHED. OK & KS 

OK SOUTHEAST OKLAHOMA WATER RESOURCE STUDY, OK 

OK SPAVINAW CREEK WATERSHED, OKLAHOMA AND ARKANSAS 

OK WASHITA RIVER BASIN, OK 

OK W1STER LAKE WATERSHED, OK 

OR AMAZON CREEK, OR 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

o 

172,157 

480,050 

7,649 

0 

0 

0 

2,108 

0 

0 

4,420 

0 

918,146 

71,527 

60,184 

11,426 

61.556 

854 

3,838 

162,958 

200,257 

345,590 

27 

213,262 

202,501 

302,001 

1,000 

31,598 

619,570 

0 

36,043 

20,694 

22,878 

316,455 

241,793 

103,598 

0 

7,553 

0 

17,048 

0 

228,668 

262 

2,930 

466 
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State 

INVESTIGATIONS 

Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 201 1 

OR 

LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR & WA 

800 

OR 

TILLAMOOK BAY NATIONAL ESTUARY PROJECT, OR 

131 

OR 

WILLAMETTE RIVER BASIN REVIEW, OR 

419 

OR 

WILLAMETTE RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL DREDGING, OR 

502 

OR 

WILLAMETTE RIVER FLOODPLAIN RESTORATION. OR 

2,155 

PA 

BLOOMSBURG, PA 

6,925 

PA 

DELAWARE ESTUARY UTILIZATION PA, DE & NJ 

1,000 

PA 

DELAWARE RIVER WATERFRONT, PA 

4,810 

PA 

LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4. MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 

5,314 

PA 

PINE KNOT, DELAWARE RIVER BASIN, PA 

55,645 

PA 

SAWMILL RUN, PITTSBURGH, PA 

1,059 

PA 

SCHUYLKILL RIVER BASIN ESTUARINE, PA 

82.652 

PA 

SCHUYLKILL RIVER BASIN, WISSAHICKON CREEK BASIN. PA 

173 

PA 

SUSQUEHANNA & DELAWARE RIVER BASIN, PA 

15,844 

PA 

UPPER OHIO NAVIGATION STUDY, PA 

33 

PA 

W PA FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION 

44 

PA 

YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER LAKE. PA & MD 

482 

PA 

Z - CONEMAUGH, NANTY GLO, PA 

541,220 

PR 

RIO GUANAJIBO, PR 

351,415 

PR 

RIO NIGUA AT SALINAS, PR 

29,116 

PR 

RIO YAGUEZ IN MAYAGUEZ, PR 

30 

Rl 

RHODE ISLAND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, Rl 

103,058 

SC 

CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC - POST 45 FT 

0 

SC 

EDISTO ISLAND, SC 

0 

SC 

PAWLEYS ISLAND, SC 

290,708 

SC 

REEDY RIVER. SC 

3,453 

SD 

JAMES RIVER, SD & ND 

300 

SD 

WATERTOWN AND VICINITY, SD 

239,953 

TN 

LITTLE RIVER WATERSHED ASSESSMENT, TN 

0 

TN 

MILL CREEK WATERSHED, DAVIDSON COUNTY, TN 

40,427 

TX 

ABILENE, TX (BRAZOS RIVER BASIN-ELM CREEK) 

253,911 

TX 

BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, BROWNSVILLE CHANNEL, TX 

18 

TX 

BUFFALO BAYOU AND TRIBUTARIES, TX (MAIN STEM) 

1 

TX 

CEDAR BAYOU, TX 

0 

TX 

COLONIAS-LWR RIO GRANDE BASIN ALONG TX & MEXICO BORDERS. TX 

1,123 

TX 

CORPUS CHRISTI SHIP CHANNEL, TX 

0 

TX 

CYPRESS VALLEY WATERSHED, TX 

426,771 

TX 

DALLAS FLOODWAY, UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX 

9,885 

TX 

FREEPORT HARBOR. TX 

10,000 

TX 

GIWW MODIFICATIONS, TX 

4,619 

TX 

GIWW, BRAZOS RIVER TO PORT O'CONNOR, TX 

84,912 

TX 

GIWW, HIGH ISLAND TO BRAZOS RIVER REALIGNMENTS, TX 

304 

TX 

GIWW, HIGH ISLAND TO BRAZOS RIVER, TX 

13,166 

TX 

GIWW, MATAGORDA BAY, TX 

197,647 

TX 

GIWW, PORT O'CONNOR TO CORPUS CHRISTI BAY, TX 

1,427,504 

TX 

GIWW, VICINITY OF PORT ISABEL, TX 

0 

TX 

GREENS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 

24,599 

TX 

GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASINS, TX 

92.804 
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State INVESTIGATIONS 

TX HALLS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 

TX HUNTING BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 

TX LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN {WHARTON/ON I ON), TX 

TX LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN, TX 

TX LOWER GUADALUPE AND SAN ANTONIO RIVERS, TX 

TX LOWER SAN ANTONIO RIVER BASIN (TRI-COUNTY), TX 

TX LOWER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX 

TX MIDDLE BRAZOS RIVER, TX 

TX NORTHWEST EL PASO, TX 

TX NUECES RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TX 

TX PECAN BAYOU, BROWNWOOD. TX 

TX RAYMONDVILLE DRAIN, TX 

TX RESACAS AT BROWNSVILLE, TX 

TX RIO GRANDE BASIN, TX 

TX RIVERSIDE OXBOW, TX 

TX ROMA CREEK, RIO GRANDE BASIN, TX 

TX SABINE - NECHES WATERWAY, TX 

TX SABINE PASS TO GALVESTON BAY, TX 

TX SOUTH MAIN CHANNEL, TX 

TX SPARKS ARROYO COLONIA, EL PASO COUNTY, TX 

TX SULPHUR RIVER BASIN, TX 

TX TEXAS CITY CHANNEL (50-FOOT PROJECT), TX 

TX UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN . TX 

TX WHITE OAK BAYOU, TX 

UT PARK CITY, UT 

VA AIWW, BRIDGES AT DEEP CREEK. VA 

VA CHESAPEAKE BAY ENV RESTORATION AND PROTECTION, MD, VA & PA 
VA CHOWAN RIVER, VA 

VA CLINCH RIVER WATERSHED, VA 

VA DISMAL SWAMP, VA 

VA ELIZABETH RIVER BASIN. ENV RESTORATION. VA (PHASE II) 

VA ELIZABETH RIVER, HAMPTON ROADS, VA 

VA FOURMILE RUN, VA 

VA GATHRIGHT DAM 2 1 6 

VA JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA 

VA LYNNHAVEN RIVER BASIN. VA 

VA MIDDLE POTOMAC WATERSHED STUDY, MD & VA 

VA MIDDLE POTOMACE RIVER - CAMERON RUN/HOLMES RUN, VA 

VA NEW RIVER BASIN , CLAYTOR LAKE STATE PARK, VA 

VA NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, CRANEY ISLAND, VA 

VA PHILPOTT LAKE, VA (SECTION 216) 

VA POWELL RIVER WATERSHED. VA 

VA UPPER RAPPAHANNOCK RIVER BASIN COMPREHENSIVE. VA 
VA WILLOUGHBY SPIT AND VICINITY, NORFOLK, VA 
VT CONNECTICUT RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION , NH & VT 

VT WINOOSKI RIVER FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT, MONTPELIER, VT 

WA CENTRALIA, WA 

WA CHEHALIS RIVER BASIN, WA 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

651 

79,527 

9,060 

137,523 

26 

713 

2,253,852 

19,716 

126,292 

0 

234,797 

8 

20,000 

64,916 

0 

175,684 

0 

119,477 

126,999 

10,000 

0 

273.891 

97,880 

100,000 

10,185 

201,327 

10,000 

96.000 

10.000 

40.000 
60,764 

138,179 

211,847 

127,748 

168,859 

68,726 

90.000 
57,943 

5,338 

10.000 
58,825 

0 

0 

67,183 

10,000 

345,021 

106,475 

1,759 
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State 

INVESTIGATIONS 

Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

WA 

ELLIOTT BAY SEAWALL, WA 

46,000 

WA 

GRAYS HARBOR, WA 

144,928 

WA 

LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA 

4,000 

WA 

PUGET SOUND NEARSHORE MARINE HABITAT RESTORATION, WA 

3,124 

WA 

PUYALLUP RIVER, WA 

6,930 

WA 

SKAGIT R, WA/SKAGIT CO, WA 

7,001 

WA 

SKOKOMISH RIVER BASIN, WA 

0 

WA 

STILLAGUAMISH RIVER BASIN, WA 

165,286 

WA 

WALLA WALLA RIVER WATERSHED, OR & WA 

13,096 

Wl 

CORNUCOPIA HARBOR, Wl SEC 216 

0 

Wl 

FOX RIVER, Wl 

22,270 

Wl 

ST CROIX HEADWATERS, Wl 

13,364 

Wl 

ST CROIX RIVER BASIN, MN & Wl 

107,897 

Wl 

ST. CROIX R, Wl RELOC ENDANG MUSSELS {ZEBRA MUSSEL CONT-UMR) 

3,321,587 

Wl 

WAUWATOSA COUNTY, Wl 

76,558 

WV 

CHERRY RIVER BASIN, WV 

7,723 

WV 

HARRIS RIVERFRONT, HUNTINGTON, WV 

45,000 

WV 

KANAWHA RIVER NAVIGATION, WV 

38,983 

WV 

MON RIVER, 4 SITES 

71,120,537 

WV 

SOUTH CHARLESTON PORT, WV 

49,625 

WV 

UPPER GUYANDOTTE RIVER, WV (OCEANA, MULLENS, MATHENY, 
PINEVILLE) 

0 

WV 

WELLS L&D, LITTLE KANAWHA, WV 

233,000 

WV 

WEST VIRGINIA COMPREHENSIVE, WV 

0 

WV 

WEST VIRGINIA PORT DEVELOPMENT, WV 

1,923,245 

LA 

LIVINGSTON PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

24,834 


INVESTIGATION REMAINING ITEMS 



Flood Plain Management Studies 


AK 

SS-FLOOD DATA DIGITIZING, AK 

2 

AK 

SS-KENAI PENINSULA MAPPING, AK 

42 

CA 

FPMS SAN MATEO COUNTY LEVEE SURVEY. CA 

0 

CA 

REDWOOD CREEK FLOW CAPACITY 

13 

CA 

SS-E PALO ALTO CA PH II 

2 

CO 

L4 FPMS FOUNTAIN CREEK SS 

9 

CO 

L4 FPMS FREMONT COUNTY, CO 

24 

CO 

L4 FPMS SS ARK TRIB FREMONT CO 

35 

CO 

SS-BLACK SQUIRREL CREEK, CO 

0 

DE 

WHITE CLAY CREEK, NEW CASTLE, DE 

0 

HI 

SS-KEKAHA FLOOD STUDY, KAUAI, HI 

26 

IA 

FPMS STUDY IA RIVER WAPELLO, IA 

0 

IA 

IOWA RESERVOIRS DAM SAFETY STUDY 

181,945 

IA 

LITTLE SIOUX WATERSHED 

25,829 

IA 

MAQUOKETA FPMS STUDY 

23 

IA 

MONTICELLO, IA DAM REMOVAL 

11,407 

IA 

STATE OF IOWA LEVEE CERTIFICATIONS SUPPORT 

77,301 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


ID SS WARM SPRINGS CREEK 185,413 

ID SS WARM SPRINGS KETCHUM 0 

KS SS-KS-WiCHfTA 37,000 

LA CHITIMACHA TRIBE OF LOUISIANA, LA (GIS) 0 

LA CITY OF ALEXANDRIA, LA (GIS) 239,620 

LA EAST BATON ROUGE, LA (GIS) 0 

LA Gl Bl -STATE HURRICANE EVAC. 0 

LA LIVINGSTON PARISH, LA (GIS) 10 

LA SS - CITY OF GRETNA, LA (GIS) 37,451 

LA SS-CALDWELL PARISH, LA 83 

LA SS-SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA HURRICANE EVACUATION RE-STUDY, LA 1 86 

MA LEOMINSTER, MA 9,596 

MA LOWELL FLOOD STUDY, MA 0 

MD FPMS NHP PROGRAM OFFICE SPT 0 

MN FPMS-MISS RIV REGION DISCHARGE 7,000 

MO FPMS HEC-RAS CLASS 1 1 8 

MO NODAWAY RIVER, ANDREW COUNTY, MO 39,184 

MO SS-BRANSON, MO 83 

Multiple FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES UNIT 219,997 

Multiple FPMS - QUICK RESPONSES 4,789 

Multiple TECHNICAL SERVICES, GENERAL 14,673 

NA FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT SERVICES 50,617 

NA FLOOD PROOFING WORKSHOP 2 

NA FPMS - CENTRAL PENNSYLVANIA FLOODPLAIN, PA 49,996 

NA FPMS - SPECIAL STUDY (EAST SIDNEY) 22,354 

NA FPMS - TO NATION, VAMORI WASH, A2 4 

NA HES - PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 240,370 

NA HES ISLANDS SUPPORT 12 

NA HURRICANE ASSESSMENT 59,372 

NA HURRICANE EVACUATION STUDY 10 

NA HYDROLOGIC STUDIES 99 

NA N.F.P.C. 469,637 

NA NAE HURRICANE EVACUATION STUDIES 50,000 

NA NATIONAL FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT 62 

NA SAC HURRICANE EVACUATION STUDIES 2,034 

NA SS - DIGITIZED RECORDS 17 

NC SAW HURRICANE EVACUATION STUDIES, NC 48,01 7 

NE FPMS - PAPILLION CREEK WATERSHED, NE 74 

NE PLATTE RIVER (COLUMBUS TO CLARK'S REACH) 1 ,248 

NJ FPMS - MANALAPAN BROOK, NJ 1 ,398 

NJ SS-RANCOCAS, NJ 14 

NM L4 FPMS ANIMASR SAN JUAN CO NM 739 

NM L4 FPMS GALLUP SS 20 

NY ROSCO, NY (FPMS STUDY) 20 

NY SS-BLIND BROOK, CITY OF RYE, NY 13 

NY SS-HADLOCK POND DAM, NY 34 

NY SS-OATKA CREEK, TOWN & VILLAGE OF WARSAW, NY 1 0 

OH FPMS - HAMILTON COUNTY, OH 0 
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State INVESTIGATIONS 

OK SS - RIVERINE FLOOD MODEL 

OK SS-COMMUNITY CBG FLOOD EVALUATIONS 

OK SS-FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES 

OK SS-PAWNEE TRIBE FLOOD PROOFING 

OR FPMS - SS FLOOD DATA, OR 

OR FPMS - SS PRINEVILLE, OR 

OR FPMS - SS WHETSTONE CREEK, OR 

OR FPMS - SS WINSTON, OR 

OR Gl-FPMS TILLAMOOK CO. OR 

PA BUCKS COUNTY, PA 

PA SOUTHEASTERN, PA (FPMS) 

RJ Rl ECOSYSTEM (SEA LEVEL) RESTORATION, Rl 

TN FPMS-JACKSON.TN GIS 

VT DAM BREAK STUDIES, VT 

VT FPMS - STEVENS BROOK, NY 

VT SS-VERMONT FPMS 

WA FPMS SS FREQUENCY STUDY, WA 

Wl FPMS JACK OAK SLOUGH CASSVILLE 

Planning Assistance to States 

AK PAS AK STATE HARBOR MASTERPLAN 
AK PAS-AK-ADOT HARBOR STUDY 

AK PAS-AK-BALBOA BAY 

AK PAS-AK-COOPERATION WITH STATES 
AK PAS-AK-HYDROPOWER 

AK PAS-AK-KIVALINA MASTER PLANNING 
AK PAS-AK-NEWTOK SITE PLANNING 

AK PAS-AK-VALDEZ FLOOD MGT STUDY 

AK PAS-AK-WHITTER HYDRO ELECTRIC POWER 

AK PAS-AK-WRANGELL WATER SUPPLY STUDY 

AL MULTI-MODAL STRATEGIC PLAN, AL 

AL PAS-AL-TUSCALOOSA 

AR PAS-AR-HURRICANE LAKE 

AR PAS-AR-MASTER PLAN, JONESBORO 

AZ HEC-RAS SIDE WIER, A Z 

AZ WILLIAMSON VALLEY WASH, AZ 

CA ATASCADERO CREEK, CA 

CA COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES WATER RESOURCES OUTREACH 

CA FOOTHILLS BASIN CONJUNCTIVE USE DROUGHT STUDY 

CA MCGRATH LAKE, VENTURA CO., CA 

CA PAS - CITY OF LA MIRADA, CA 

CT SOUTHINGTON WATER SUPPLY, CT 

CT WEST CANAL/ WILLOW BROOK FLOOD, CT 

DE PAS-DE-C&D CANAL RECREATION STUDY 

DE PAS-DE-NEW CASTLE GROUNDWATER MODELING 

DE PAS-DE-STORM WATER MANAGEMENT, SOUTH BETHANY 

FL PAS-FL-OKALOOSA COUNTY WA STUDY 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

211 

231 

0 

0 

0 

13,000 

6 

1,058 

0 

0 

0 

200,702 

0 

29 

355,008 

0 

0 

0 


0 

67,707 

50.000 
0 
0 

69,799 

7,772 

33 

75.000 
27,765 

0 

1 , 461,554 

11,562 

37,700 

4,242 

22,856 

50 

0 

0 

23 


0 


59 


10,000 

473 


6 


35,005 

28,490 
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State INVESTIGATIONS 

GA PAS-GA WATERSHED PLAN, NW GA 

GA PAS-GA-CITY OF SA VAN NAH- V2A 

GA PAS-GA-EFFINGHAM COUNTY SWMP 

GA PAS-GA-FLAT CREEK OVERSIGHT 

GA PAS-GA-HARTWELL LAKE EIA 

GA PAS-GA-SYLVESTER 

GA PAS-GA-SYLVESTER GIS 

GA PAS-GA-TYBEE ISLAND 

GA PAS-GA-TYBEE ISLAND RETENTION POND 

HI HONOLULU, HI 

HI PAS HI MOLOKAI WATER STUDY 

HI PAS-HI-STATE OF HAWAII RAINFALL ATLAS 

HI SOUTH MAUI WATERSHED AREA, MAUI, HI 

IA HUMBOLDT, IA 

IA PAS-IA-BACON CREEK 

IA PAS-JA-LITTLE SIOUX WATERSHED 

IA PAS-IA-MARION, IA, PH I (ST ORMWATERMNGT GOS DATA) 

IA PAS-IA-NISHNABOTNA WATERSHED STUDY 

IA PAS-IA-PERRY RIVERFRONT MASTER PLANNING 

IA PAS-IA-SAC & FOX TRIBE BOUNDARY SURVEY & GIS 

IA PAS-IA-W1LLOW CREEK & BOYER RIVER 

ID PAS-ID-BOISE CITY PLNG 

ID PAS-ID-EAGLE CITY 

ID PAS-ID-NAMPA CITY 

ID PAS-ID-PORT OF LEWISTON 

ID PAS-ID-PORT OF LEWISTON WATERFRONT 

IL PAS-IL-ALTON MICRO MODEL 

IL PAS-IL-COON CREEK WATERSHED 

IL PAS-IL-LASALLE l&M CANAL STUDY 

IL PAS-IL-MAPPING, MACOMB 

IN GRAND CALUMET RAP, INDIANA 

IN PAS-IN-LAFAYETTE WABASH RIVER WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT 
IN PAS-IN-UPPER WABASH BASIN STUDY 

KS M5 NEOSHO BASIN MGMT PLAN 

KS M5 SUNFLOWER COALITION W STUDY 

KS PAS-KS-PARSONS WATER SUPPLY STUDY 

PAS-KY-RICHMOND, MADISON COUNTY FLOODWAY LIMITS AND 
K BOUNDARIES 

LA CALCASIEU RIVER BASIN, LA 

LA PAS LAKE CHARLES MASTER PLAN 

LA PAS-IT-CHITIMACHA MASTER PLAN 

LA PAS-LA-ALEXANDRIA GIS 

LA PAS-LA-ASCENSION PARISH H&H MODELING 
LA PAS-LA-CITY OF LAKE CHARLES RIVERFRONT 

LA PAS-LA-GRAND ISLE RES INVEST 

LA PAS-LA-JEFFERSON PARISH LONG TERM WASTEWATER 
LA PAS-LA-ST CHARLES WEST BANK RECREATION 

LA PAS-LA-ST. GABRIEL GIS MAPPING 

MA ASSEBET RIVER WATER QUALITY 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

1,623 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


MA CHATHAM HARBOR & PLEASANT BAY, MA 22,000 

MA LEWIS BAY CHANNEL RELOCATION , MA 1 00,000 

MA PENN'S HILL DRAINAGE STUDY, MA 10,000 

MA TAUNTON WATER SUPPLY, MA 276 

MA TOWN LINE BROOK DRAINAGE, MA 91 ,481 

ME ALLAGASH RIVER FISH STUDY, ME 4, 1 90 

ME PENOBSCOT RIVER STUDY, ME 1,107 

MLT PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO STATES - NEGOTIATION FUNDS 288 

MN PAS-MN-MINNESOTA RIVER WATER QUALITY MONITORING 0 

MO GROUNDWATER STUDY, GREENE COUNTY, MO 0 

MO PAS-AR-AUGUSTA 88,560 

MO PAS-KS-TRIBAL SUPPORT 96,803 

MO PAS-MO-BIG RIVER WATERSHED 50,000 

MO PAS-MO-BLUE RIVR GREENWAY 0 

MO PAS-MO-CARUTHERSVILLE RIVERFRONT DEVELOPMENT 3 

MO PAS-MO-STONE COUNTY WATERSHED MAPPING 0 

MO PAS-MS-MASTER PLAN HORN LAKE 150,000 

MO UPPER KASKASIA STUDY 242 

MS B4-BOLIVAR COUNTY GIS 1,701 

MS GULF PORT RESTORATION, MS 2,000 

MS PAS-MS-CITY OF HERNANDO MASTER PLAN STUDY 50,000 

MS PAS-MS-CITY OF SOUTHAVEN MASTER PLAN STUDY 220,000 

MS PAS-MS-JONES COUNTY WATER SUPPLY 30,000 

MS PAS-MS-MISSISSIPPI BAND OF CHOCTAW INDIANS 85,000 

MS WAVELAND, MS 9,594 

Multiple PLANNING ASSISTANCE TO STATES 1 0,590,280 

NA CLOSING PRE-P2 PAS--(K5) 4.200 

NA G1-PASWA OKANOGAN PUD #1 13,771 

NA GI-PAS WA MARINE RESTORATION PILOT MANUAL 391 

NA GREAT LAKES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM 0 

NA PAS - ADWR FW SYSTEM, AZ 6,520 

NA PAS - SAN MANUAL INDIAN RES. , C 1 00,1 1 5 

NA PAS NEGOTIATION FY10 50,000 

NA PAS VAMORI WASH TO. , AZ 3 

NA PAS-DE-STATE OF PA WRECK REM 262 

NA PAS-IL-MOLINE-ROCK ISLAND WATER SYSTEM STUDY 1 ,647 

NA PAS-KS RIVER WATER RES STUDY 1 01 ,000 

NA PAS-KS-RIVER BASIN WATER SUPPLY STRATEGIES 519 

NA PAS-MO-MDNR NORTHWEST MISSOURI 50 

NA PAS-NC 18,775 

NA PAS-NE-FONTENELLE FOREST 3 WATERSHED STUDY 2,278 

NA PAS-NM-STATEWIDE MAPPING 277,766 

NA PAS-TN-OLIVER CREEK, LAKELAND 48.561 

NA PAS-V2A WATERSHED APPROACH. AL, GA. FL 30,000 

NA PAS-VA-STAFFORD COUNTY PH 1 2,337 

NA PAS-VA-STAFFORD FY09 15,476 

NA PAS-WA 215 

NA UNKNOWN 2,121,550 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


NC GOOCHS MILL, GRANVILLE COUNTY, NC 

NC PAS-NC-ASHEVILLE 

NC PAS-NC-CAW SWAMP FLOOD STUDY 

NC PAS-NC-NEW BERN STORMWATER 

NC PAS-NC-SWANNANOA DAM SAFETY 

NC PAS-TARBORO-FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT STUDY 

ND PAS-ND-RED RIVER UNSTEADY FLOW MODEL 

NE BEATRICE FLOODPLAIN, NE 

NH PAS-NH-SPICKET RIVER WATERSHED 

NJ DELAWARE ESTUARY SALINITY MONITORING STUDY, DE 

NJ MORRISTOWN, NJ PAS 

NJ PAS-NJ-NORTH HALEDON 

N J PAS-NJ-REPAUPO WATERSHED FLOODING 

NJ PAS-NJ-TITO ISLAND, MIDDLE TOWNSHIP 

NM PAS-NM-GRANTS DRAINAGE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

NY DWARF WEDGE MUSSEL-UPPER DELAWARE, NY 

NY ESSEX STORMWATER MANAGEMENT, NY 

NY PAS - INDIAN BRK, RESERVOIR NY 

NY PAS - SUFFOLK COUNTY FARMS 

NY PAS AMHERST SOIL STUDIES 

PAS-NY-ASSESSMENT OF BRIDGES AND IMPACTS ON FLOWS AND 
NY FLOODING, DELAWARE COUNTY 

NY PAS-NY-BARGE CANAL 

NY PAS-NY-BLACK RIVER 

NY PAS-NY-ESOPUS CREEK 

NY PAS-NY-KINGSTON WATERFRONT 
NY PAS-NY-LIV1NGSTON MANOR, ROCKLAND 
NY PAS-NY-MOUNT SINAI 

NY PAS-NY-NORTHPORT 

NY PAS-NY-SAGERTIES WATERFRONT 
NY PAS-NY-UPPER DELAWARE BASIN TEMP & FLOW 
NY PAS-PA-DELAWARE RIVER DAILY FLOW MODEL 
NY PAS-UPPER DELAWARE BASIN DECISION DOCUMENT 
OH PAS-OH-HARPERSFIELD DAM 

OH PAS-OH-SIDNEY 

OK ARKANSAS RIVER CORRIDOR, OK 
OK PAS-OK-BARTLESVILLE WATER SUPPLY STUDY 

OK PAS-OK-BRISTOW WATER SUPPLY 
OK PAS-OK-WATER PUN UPDATE 

OR GI-PAS HOOD RIVER SEDIMENT 

OR GI-PAS OR SANTIAM GRAVEL STUDY 
OR GI-PAS-PORT OF SIUSUW 

OR PAS-OR 

OR PAS-OR-COW CREEK 

OR PAS-OR-MEDFORD FLOOD 

PA PAS-PA-LEHIGH RIVER COLDWATER FISHERY 
Rl PAS-RS-SALT MARSH HABITAT INVENTORY 

SC PAS-SC-HILTON HEAD FLOOD IMPROVEMENT 

SC PAS-SC-RJCHUND COUNTY 


110,000 
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8,824 

4,198 
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61.576 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


SC PAS-SC-SINGLETON SWASH SHORELINE EROSION STUDY 
SC PAS-SC-USS YORKTOWN 

SC PAS-SC-WACCAMAW RIVER WATERSHED MODELING 
TN GALLATIN FLOOD STUDY, TN 

TN PAS-TN-DYER CREEK WATERSHED CONSERVATION STUDY 

TN PAS-TN-GILES COUNTY WATER STUDY 

TN PAS-TN-MEMPHIS REG URBAN SYNT REGRES 

TN PAS-TN-MEMPHIS RIVERFRONT DEVELOPMENT 

TN PAS-TN-MEMPHIS RIVERFRONT MASTER PLANNING 

TN PAS-TN-TDOT NAVIGATION STUDY 

TN PAS-TN-WEST TENNESSEE RIVER BASIN 

PAS-TN-WEST TENNESSEE, PLANNING LIDAR TOPOGRAPHIC MAPPING 
TN FOR WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

TN SOUTH CUMBERLAND PLATEAU WATER SUPPLY, TN 
IX GIWW MASTER PLAN 

TX M5 GREENBELT RES SEDIMENT 

TX PAS - TX GALVESTON BAY STORM STUDY 

TX PAS-CYPRESS BAYOU CROSS SECTIONS SURVEY 

TX PAS-LAKE MEXIA SEDIMENT SURVEY 

TX PAS-LAKE TRAVIS SEDIMENT SURVEY 

TX PAS-LAKE WEATHERFORD SED SURVEY 

TX PAS-LEWISVILLE DAM VOLUMETRIC SURVEY 

TX PAS-NAVARRO MILLS SED SURVEY 

TX PAS-TX-BRAZOS/BOSQUE CORRIDORS 

TX PAS-TX-JOE POOL LAKE HYDRO SVY 

TX PAS-TX-LAKE BOB SANDLIN SED SVY 

TX PAS-TX-LAKE BROWNWOOD SED SVY 

TX PAS-TX-LAKE FORK SED SVY 

TX PAS-TX-LAKE LAVON HYDRO SVY 

TX PAS-TX-LAKE O THE PINES SED SVY 

TX PAS-TX-LAKE TAWAKONI SED SVY 

TX PAS-TX-LAKE TEXANA SED SVY 

TX PAS-TX-LOWER NECHES RIVER 

TX PAS-TX-SABINE BASIN EV FLOW STUDY 

TX PAS-TX-TEXAS CITY HURRICANE FLOOD PROTECTION (LEVEE RAISING) 

PAS-TX-TEXAS CITY HURRICANE FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM 
* (OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS) 

TX PAS-TX-TIDAL SURGE/SLOSH 

TX PAS-TX-WRIGHT PATMAN LAKE SED SVY 

TX PAS-WRIGHT PATMAN CULTURAL SVY 

VA CHOWAN RIVER, VA 

VA PAS-VA-CHARLOTTESVILLE WQM 

VA PAS-VA-CHESAPEAKE 

VA PAS-VA-EVALUATION OF SHOCKHOE 

VA PAS-VA-VA BEACH WATER QUALITY 

VA STORM WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR COASTAL COMMUNITIES, VA 

VA VDOT OUTFALL SURVEY 

WA Gl PAS WA SKAGIT ESTURARINE 

WA Gl PAS-WA-SAN JUAN ISLAND 
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200 

87 

1,875 
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State INVESTIGATIONS 

WA GI-PAS NF TOUTLE RVR RT STUDY 
WA PAS-WA-EELGRASS PROTOCOL 
WA PAS-WA-GREEN RIVER 
WA PAS-WA-NEARSHORE HABITAT 
WA PAS-WA-PORT OF CLARKSTON 
WA PAS-WA-RICHLAND 
WA PAS-WA-WOODARD BAY 
Wl PAS HORICON MARSH, Wl 
Wl PAS-WI RIV BASIN NUTRIENT STDY 
Wl PAS-WI-CEDAR LAKE 

Wl PAS-W1-HALF MOON LAKE ALUM, LIME STUDY 
Wl PAS-WI-LAKE EAU CLAIRE THERMAL MODELING 
Wl PAS-WI-LAKE KOSHKONONG 
Wl PAS-Wi-SINISSIPPI 
WY PAS-WY-SHERIDAN 

Research and Development 

TECHNOLOGY DEMO FOR URBAN FLOODING & CHANNEL RESTORATION 
^ (R&D) 

NA ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT AND RESTORATION (R&D) 

NA SUBMERGED AQUATIC VEGETATION (R&D) 

NA PEER REVIEW (PLANNING METHODOLOGIES) 

NA DECISION SUPPORT TECHNOLOGIES 
NA NAVIGATION SYSTEMS RESEARCH (R&D) 

NA SYSTEM-WIDE WATER RESOURCES (R&D) 

NA FLOOD & COASTAL SYSTEMS (R&D) 

NA COLLABORATIVE PLANNING & MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
NA SOUTHWEST URBAN FLOOD DEMO PROGRAM (SWDP) (R&D) 

NA CIVIL WORKS BUSINESS MGMT 

NA CW BASIC RESEARCH 
NH GEOSPATIAL TECHNOLOGIES (R&D) 

Other Remaining Items 

CA CALFED 
LA WATERFOWL MGMT 
LA GULF OF MEXICO 
MT NASHUA FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT, MT 
Multiple AMERICAN HERITAGE RIVERS 

Multiple COORDINATION WITH OTHER WATER RESOURCES AGENCIES 
Multiple ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STUDIES 
Multiple FERC LICENSING 
Multiple HYDROLOGIC STUDIES 

Multiple INTERAGENCY WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

Multiple INTERNATIONAL WATER STUDIES 

Multiple NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAM 

Multiple NORTH AMERICAN WATERFOWL MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Multiple SPECIAL INVESTIGATIONS AND REPORTS 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 
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State 


INVESTIGATIONS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


Multiple TRIBAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 228,635 

NA COASTAL FIELD DATA COLLECTION 0 

NA FLOOD DAMAGE DATA 0 

NA GREAT LAKES REMEDIAL ACTION 648,699 

NA INVENTORY OF DAMS 0 

NA NATIONAL FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT 23,707 

NA PRECIPITATION STUDIES (NATIONAL WATER SERVICE) 349,530 

NA SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL INFORMATION CENTERS 2,000 

NA STREAM GAGING (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY) 486,429 

NA TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 102,538 

NA TRI-SERVICE CADD/GIS TECHNOLOGY CENTER 297,547 

NH ACCESS TO WATER DATA 382,504 

NH REMOTE SENSING / GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM SUPPORT 4,756 

NV LAKE TAHOE 161,255 

OR PACIFIC NORTHWEST FOREST CASE STUDY, OR, WA & ID 0 


Investigations 
Page 21 of 83 



80 


State CONSTRUCTION 

AK AKUTAN HARBOR, AK 
AK ALASKA COASTAL EROSION, AK 
AK ALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL, AK 
AK BETHEL BANK STABILIZATION, AK 
AK CHENA RIVER LAKES, AK 
AK CHIGNIK HARBOR, AK 

AK DILLINGHAM EMERGENCY BANK STABILIZATION, AK 

AK DILLINGHAM HARBOR, AK 

AK FALSE PASS HARBOR, AK 

AK GALENA EMERGENCY BANK STABILIZATION, AK 

AK HOMER HARBOR, AK 

AK HOMER SPIT STORM DAMAGE. AK 

AK KAKE DAM, AK 

AK NOME HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS, AK 

AK SAND POINT HARBOR, AK 

AK SEWARD HARBOR, AK 

AK SITKA HARBOR, AK 

AK ST PAUL HARBOR, AK 

AK UNALASKA HARBOR, AK 

AK WRANGELL HARBOR, AK 

AL DATA MART 2007 

AL DOG RIVER PILOT PROJECT, AL 

AL ELBA LEVEE REHABILITATION, ELBA, AL 

AL MILLERS FERRY LOCK AND DAM. WILLIAM ’BILL' DANNELLY LAKE, AL 
AL MOBILE HARBOR. AL 
AL PINHOOK CREEK, HUNTSVILLE, AL 
AL TEXAS CITY SHIP CHANNEL. TX 
AL TUSCALOOSA AREA OFFICE, AL 

AL VILLAGE CREEK. JEFFERSON COUNTY (BIRMINGHAM WATERSHED). AL 

AL WALTER F GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL & GA 

AR BLAKELY MT DAM. LAKE OUACHITA, AR 

AR FOURCHE BAYOU BASIN. LITTLE ROCK, AR 

AR MONTGOMERY POINT LOCK AND DAM. AR 

AR OZARK - JETA TAYLOR LOCK AND DAM, AR 

AR RED RIVER EMERGENCY BANK PROTECTION. AR & LA 

AR WHITE RIVER MINIMUM FLOWS, AR 

AZ NOGALES WASH, AZ 

AZ RIO DE FLAG FLAGSTAFF, AZ 

AZ RIO SALADO, PHOENIX AND TEMPE REACHES. AZ 

AZ TRES RIOS, AZ 

AZ TUCSON DRAINAGE AREA, AZ 

CA AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (COMMON FEATURES), CA 

CA AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM MODIFICATIONS), CA 

CA AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (FOLSOM DAM RAISE). CA 

CA AMERICAN RIVER WATERSHED (NATOMAS). CA 

CA BUCHANAN DAM, HV EASTMAN LAKE, CA 

CA CACHE CREEK SETTLING 

CA CALFED LEVEE STABILITY PROGRAM, CA 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


State CONSTRUCTION 

CA CAMBRIA SEAWATER DESALINATION, CA 27,051 

CA CITY OF INGLEWOOD 75,000 

CA CITY OF SANTA CLARITA, CA 3,803 

CA CONTRA COSTA CANAL. CA (SEC 219) 0 

CA CORTE MADERA CREEK, CA 0 

CA COYOTE & BERRYESSA CREEKS, CA 31 ,330 

CA FARMINGTON RECHARGE (SEC 502) 182,385 

CA GUADALUPE RIVER, CA 120,446 

CA HAMILTON AIRFIELD WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA 7,219,427 

CA HARBOR/SOUTH BAY WATER RECYCLING STUDY, LOS ANGELES, CA 74,032 

CA HIDDEN DAM, HENSLEY LAKE, CA 333.865 

CA IMPERIAL BEACH, SILVER STRAND SHORELINE, CA 0 

CA ISABELLA LAKE DSAP 0 

CA KAWEAH RIVER, CA 809,325 

CA LAKE DAVIS WATER TREATMENT PLANT 849 

CA LLAGAS CREEK, CA 0 

CA LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA 581 ,735 

CA LOS ANGELES HARBOR MAIN CHANNEL DEEPENING, CA 854,653 

CA LOWER SACRAMENTO AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA 593 

CA MARTIS CREEK LAKE DSAP 1 ,589,603 

CA MARYSVILLE/YUBA CITY LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA 204,122 

CA MERCED COUNTY STREAMS, CA 34,466 

CA MID-VALLEY AREA LEVEE RECONSTRUCTION, CA 718 

CA MURRIETA CREEK, CA 973,665 

CA NAPA RIVER, CA 0 

CA NAPA RIVER, SALT MARSH RESTORATION. CA 0 

CA NORCO BLUFFS, SANTA ANA RIVER, CA 0 

CA NORTH VALLEY REGIONAL WATER INFRASTRUCTURE, CA 0 

CA OAKLAND HARBOR (42 FOOT), CA 66,865 

CA OAKLAND HARBOR (50 FOOT PROJECT), CA 1 7,237 

CA PETALUMA RIVER, CA 1 ,91 1 ,663 

CA PLACER COUNTY SUB-REGIONAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT 47,91 3 

CA PORT OF LONG BEACH (DEEPENING) , CA 0 

CA SACRAMENTO AREA, CA 29,017 

CA SACRAMENTO DEEPWATER SHIP CHANNEL, CA 0 

CA SACRAMENTO RIVER BANK PROTECTION PROJECT, CA 2,331 ,426 

CA SACRAMENTO RIVER FLOOD CONTROL (GRR), CA 1 1 0,398 

CA SACRAMENTO RIVER, GLENN-COLUSA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, CA 248,788 

CA SACRAMENTO URBAN AREA, CA 237 

CA SAN DIEGO RIVER AND MISSION BAY, CA 2,648 

CA SAN FRANCISCO BAY TO STOCKTON, CA 96,937 

CA SAN FRANCISCO, CA (PIER 36) 4,41 1 ,698 

CA SAN LORENZO RIVER, CA 64 1 ,877 

CA SAN LUIS REY RIVER, CA 0 

CA SAN RAMON VALLEY RECYCLED WATER, CA 94,747 

CA SANTA ANA RIVER MAINSTEM, CA 0 

CA SANTA MARIA LEEVES, CA 225,354 

CA SANTA MONICA BREAKWATER, CA 668 
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Expected carryover into 
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State CONSTRUCTION 

CA SANTA PAULA CREEK, CA 0 

CA SOUTH PERRIS, CA 0 

CA SOUTH SACRAMENTO COUNTY STREAMS, CA 3,165,840 

CA STOCKTON METROPOLITAN FLOOD CONTROL REIMBURSEMENT, CA 33,318 

CA SUCCESS DAM, TULE RIVER, CA {DAM SAFETY) 0 

CA SURFSIDE - SUNSET - NEWPORT BEACH, CA 0 

CA TAHOE BASIN RESTORATION 108 0 

CA TERMINUS DAM, LAKE KAWEAH, CA 242,691 

CA TULE RIVER, CA 373,430 

CA UPPER GUADALUPE RIVER, CA 309, 1 97 

CA UPPER NEWPORT BAY, CA 291 

CA WALNUT CREEK, CA 12,283 

CA WEST SACRAMENTO, CA 2,455,913 

CA WILDCAT/SAN PABLO CREEKS 429 

CA YUBA RIVER BASIN, CA 0 

CO CHERRY CREEK LAKE, CO 146,716 

CO L4 CG ALAMOSA COLO 7,443 

CT HOP BROOK LAKE. CT 152,092 

CT MANSFIELD HOLLOW LAKE, CT 23.207 

DC WASHINGTON, DC & VICINITY 100,000 

DE DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, BROADKILL BEACH, DE & NJ 14.251 

DE DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, PT. MAHON, DE & NJ 622,961 

DE DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, ROOSEVELT INLET TO LEWES BEACH, DE 630,91 1 

DE DEIAWARECOASTPROTECTION.DE 404,619 

DE DELAWARE COAST, BETHANY BEACH TO SOUTH BETHANY BEACH 925,090 

DE DELAWARE COAST. CAPE HENLOPEN TO FENWICK ISLAND, DE 0 

DE DELAWARE COAST, REHOBOTH BEACH TO DEWEY BEACH. DE 920,332 

FL BREVARD COUNTY, CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 757,942 

FL BROWARD COUNTY, FL (REIMBURSABLE) 477,555 

FL CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 226,052 

FL CEDAR HAMMOCK, WARES CREEK, FL 1 7,662,1 35 

FL CENTRAL & SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL 0 

FL COMPREHENSIVE EVERGLADES PLAN: PROGRAM LEVEL ACTIVITIES, FL 0 

FL COMPREHENSIVE EVERGLADES RESTORATION PLAN, FL 339.642 

FL DADE COUNTY. FL 21,372 

FL DUVAL COUNTY, FL 84,415 

FL EVERGLADES AND SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION. FL 5 

FL FLORIDA KEYS WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS, FL 1 ,004,91 9 

FL FORT PIERCE BEACH. FL 1 .1 54 

FL FOUR RIVERS BASIN 3,748 

FL HERBERT HOOVER DIKE, FL (SEEPAGE CONTROL) 1 0,057,155 

FL JACKSONVILLE HARBOR. FL 586,156 

FL JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM, LAKE SEMINOLE. FL.AL&GA 46 

FL KISSIMMEE RIVER. FL 42 

FL LAKE WORTH SAND TRANSFER PLANT, FL 2,1 90,979 

FL LEE COUNTY, FL (REIMBURSABLE) 1 9,826 

FL MANATEE COUNTY, FL 96,039 

FL MANATEE HARBOR, FL 420,734 
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FL MARTIN COUNTY, FL 148,955 

FL MIAMI HARBOR DEEPENING, FL 571,736 

FL MODIFIED WATER DELIVERIES TO ENP 4,941 

FL NASSAU COUNTY, FL 256,218 

FL PALM BEACH COUNTY, FL 633.947 

FL PANAMA CITY BEACHES, FL 4,528,385 

FL PINELLAS COUNTY, FL 12,419,826 

FL PONCE DE LEON INLET, FL 3,293,970 

FL PORT SUTTON CHANNEL, FL 95,792 

FL SARASOTA COUNTY. FL 1,532,863 

FL ST JOHN’S COUNTY, FL 418,275 

FL ST LUCIE INLET, FL 1 ,900,952 

FL TAMPA HARBOR, ALAF1A RIVER, FL 1 ,525 

FL TAMPA HARBOR, BIG BEND, FL 2,430,924 

FL TAMPA HARBOR, FL 288,278 

GA ATLANTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, GA 335,470 

GA BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA 1,066,007 

GA BUFORD DAM AND LAKE SIDNEY LANIER, GA 4,251 

GA HARTWELL LAKE, GA & SC 47,759 

GA J STROM THURMOND LAKE, GA & SC 185,680 

GA LOWER SAVANNAH RIVER BASIN, GA 16 

GA MAYO'S BAR L&D, GA 70 

GA OATES CREEK, RICHMOND COUNTY, GA (DEF CORR) 305,042 

GA RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE. GA & SC 0 

GA SAVANNAH HARBOR DISPOSAL AREAS, GA & SC 4,483,643 

GA SAVANNAH HARBOR EXPANSION, GA 0 

GA TYBEE ISLAND, GA 309,179 

HI HAWAII WATER MANAGEMENT, HI 8,223,946 

HI HAWAII WATER SYSTEMS TECHNICAL STUDY, HI 237.677 

HI IAO STREAM FLOOD CONTROL, MAUI, HI 958.362 

HI KAHUKU STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT, OAHU, HI 100,000 

HI KAUMALAPAU HARBOR, LANAI, HI 1,615.525 

HI KIKIAOLA SMALL BOAT HARBOR, KAUAI, HI 361 ,429 

HI MAALAEA HARBOR, MAUI. HI 190 

IA DAVENPORT, IA 422,575 

IA DES MOINES AND RACCOON RIVERS, IA 3,684,096 

IA DES MOINES RECREATION RIVER AND GREENBELT, IA 9,568,642 

IA LOCK AND DAM 1 1 , MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (MAJOR REHAB) 481 ,904 

IA LOCK AND DAM 19, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IA (MAJOR REHAB) 169,466 

IA MISSOURI R FISH AND WILDLIFE RECOVERY, IA. KS, MO, MT, NE, ND & SD 0 

IA PERRY CREEK, IA 39,784 

ID DWORSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR, ID 468,799 

ID LITTLE WOOD RIVER, ID 14,988 

ID RILEY CRK MODERNIZATION 80 

ID RURAL IDAHO. ID 61,489 

IL ALTON TO GALE ORGANIZED LEVEE DISTRICTS, IL & MO 1 90,841 

IL CHAIN OF ROCKS CANAL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (DEF CORR) 1 ,635,91 1 

IL CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL 0 
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IL CHICAGO SHORELINE, IL 3,980,259 

IL COOK COUNTY INFRASTRUCTURE, IL 82.260 

IL DES PLAINES RIVER, IL 0 

IL DES PLAINES WETLANDS DEMONSTRATION PROJECT, IL 86,357 

IL DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 0 

IL EAST ST LOUIS & VICINITY (INTERIOR FLOOD CONTROL), IL 102.1 77 

IL EASTSTLOUIS.IL 278,810 

IL EDGEWATER- ROGERS PK, CHGO, IL 52,743 

IL GREAT LAKES FISHERIES AND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, IL, IN, MN, OH & P/ 428,453 

IL ILLINOIS RIVER BASIN RESTORATION , IL 23,402 

IL ILLINOIS WATERWAY, LOCKPORT LOCK AND DAM, IL (REPLACEMENT) 2,982,584 

IL LAKE SHELBYVILLE, IL 0 

IL LOCK AND DAM 24, MISSISSIPPI RIVER. IL& MO (MAJOR REHAB) 145,730 

IL LOCK AND DAM 27, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, IL (MAJOR REHAB) 69,063 

IL MADISON AND ST. CLAIR COUNTIES, IL 307.488 

IL MCCOOK AND THORNTON RESERVOIRS, IL 0 

IL MELVIN PRICE LOCK AND DAM, IL & MO 24,234 

IL MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO & IL 1 

IL MVRIM/ITA-76 STUDY 0 

IL NORTH BRANCH CHICAGO RIVER, IL 28,184 

IL NUTWOOD DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, IL 103,469 

IL OLMSTED LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, IL & KY 0 

IL UPPER MISSISSIPPI RIVER RESTORATION, IL, IA, MN, MO & Wl 0 

IL WOOD RIVER DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, MADISON COUNTY, IL 12,506 

IL WOOD RIVER LEVEE, IL 172,147 

IN BROOKVILLE LAKE 150.001 

IN BROOKVILLE LAKE, IN 260,000 

IN CALUMET REGION, IN 3,885,369 

IN CECIL M HARDEN LAKE DAM, IN (MAJOR REHAB) 495,750 

IN CEDAR LAKE, IN 3,916,212 

IN CITY OF INDIANAPOLIS, IN 223,706 

IN GRAND CALUMET RAP, INDIANA 397,000 

IN INDIANA HARBOR, CONFINED DISPOSAL FACILITY, IN 0 

IN INDIANA SHORELINE EROSION, IN 256,649 

IN INDIANAPOLIS CENTRAL WATERFRONT, IN 54,030 

IN INDIANAPOLIS, WHITE RIVER (NORTH), IN 6,316,265 

IN LAKE MICHIGAN WATERFRONT. IN 4,927,034 

IN LITTLE CALUMET RIVER BASIN, CADY MARSH DITCH, IN 1 

IN LITTLE CALUMET RIVER, IN 0 

IN MISSISSINEWA LAKE. IN 86,427 

IN MT ZION DAM, FULTON CO. IN 510,800 

IN OHIO RIVER GREENWAY PUBLIC ACCESS, IN 899,614 

IN OHIO RIVER SHORELINE, IN 248,286 

IN PATOKA, MAJOR REHAB REPORT, IN 340,000 

IN ROUSH-MAJOR REHAB RPT 190,000 

IN SALAMONIE-MAJOR REHAB REPORT 73,001 

KS ARKANSAS CITY, KS 766,159 

KS HALSTEAD, KS 259 
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Expected carryover Into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


KS TURKEY CREEK BASIN, KS & MO 0 

KS TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS 436,701 

KS WINFIELD, KS (P1R-FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT) 1 ,089 

KY CARR CREEK LAKE, KY 385,507 

KY GREEN RIVER- MAJOR REHAB RPT 360,002 

KY JACKSON CO, TYNER SCHOOL, KY 9,355 

KY KENTUCKY LOCK AND DAM. TENNESSEE RIVER, KY 0 

KY KENTUCKY RIVER, LOCK AND DAM 10. KY 0 

KY LOUISVILLE WATERFRONT PARK. KY 51 ,650 

KY MCALPINE LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & IN 0 

KY MCALPINE LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & IN 0 

KY METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, BEARGRASS CREEK, KY 162,832 

KY METROPOLITAN LOUISVILLE, POND CREEK, KY 066,355 

KY NOLIN- MAJOR REHAB REPORT 510,000 

KY ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY 157,368 

KY ROUGH RIVER MAJOR REHAB REPORT 275,470 

KY SALYERSVILLE, PROTECTION, KY 23,591 

KY SOUTHERN AND EASTERN KENTUCKY ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, K 3,727,245 

KY WOLF CREEK DAM. LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY 7,805 

LA ALOHA - RIGOLETTE, LA 15 

LA ASCENSION PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 0 

LA CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, LA 2, 1 55,239 

LA CG 559 MRGO REEVALUATION ST 9,748 

LA CG MISS R SHIP CHAN GULF - BR 85,567 

LA CG REACH A - NOV 353 

LA CG WEST BANK RIVER LEVEE - NOV 1 65,838 

LA COMITE RIVER, LA 7,347,033 

LA EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, LA 0 

LA EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA 6,185 

LA GRAND ISLE AND VICINITY, LA 97,002 

LA IBERIA PARISH, LA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 1 ,071 

LA INNER HARBOR NAVIGATION CANAL LOCK, LA 105,898 

LA J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY. LA 1 54,001 

LA LAKE PONTCHARTRAIN AND VICINITY, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 2,234,577 

LA LAROSE TO GOLDEN MEADOW, LA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 0 

LA LIVINGSTON PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 0 

LA MISSISSIPPI RIVER, GULF OUTLET, LA 1 1 ,282 

LA MORGANZA FORE-BAY RESTORATION, LA (CAP SECTION 1135) 0 

LA RED RIVER BELOW DENISON DAM, LA, AR & TX 3,660,041 

LA RED-OUACHITA RIVER BASIN LEVEES, AR & LA 0 

LA SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA, LA 966,027 

LA WEST BANK AND VICINITY, NEW ORLEANS, LA 483,526 

MA CAPE COD CANAL, MA 230 

MA CHARLES RIVER DAM C,G CLOSEOUT 256 

MA HOOSIC RIVER BASIN, NORTH ADAMS, MA 0 

MA MUDDY RIVER, MA 20,127,269 

MA TOWN BROOK, MA 1,412 

MA WESTVILLE LAKE, MA 1.104,871 
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MD ANACOSTIA RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES. MD & DC 
MD ASSATEAGUE, MD 
MD ATLANTIC COAST OF MARYLAND, MD 
MD BALTIMORE METRO - GWYNNS FALLS, MD 
MD CHARLESTOWN, CECIL COUNTY, MD 

MD CHESAPEAKE BAY ENV RESTORATION AND PROTECTION, MD, VA & PA 
MD CHESAPEAKE BAY OYSTER RECOVERY, MD & VA 
MD CUMBERLAND, MD AND RIDGELEY, WV 
MD POPLAR ISLAND, MD 

MD SMITH ISLAND ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, MD 

Ml ECORSE CREEK, Ml 

Ml GENESEE COUNTY, Ml 

Ml GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, Ml 

Ml HAMILTON DAM, Ml 

Ml NEGAUNEE, Ml 

Ml OAKLAND COUNTY, Ml 

Ml SAGINAW RIVER, Ml 

Ml SAULT STE MARIE (REPLACEMENT LOCK), Ml 
Ml ST CLAIR RIVER, Ml 
Ml ST, CLAIR RIVER AND LAKE ST. CLAIR, Ml 
MLT TRIBAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 
MN BRECKENRIDGE, MN 
MN CROOKSTON, MN 
MN LAKE TRAVERSE, SD & MN 

MN LOCK AND DAM 3, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN (MAJOR REHAB) 

MN LOWER ST ANTHONY FALLS RAPIDS RESTORATION, MN 

MN MILLE LACS REGIONAL WASTEWATER, MN (GARRISON/ KATHIO 7WNSHP) 

MN MISSISSIPPI PLACE. MN 

MN NORTHEASTERN MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, MN 

MN ORWELL LAKE, MN 

MN ROSEAU, MN 

MN STILLWATER, MN 

MO BLUE RIVER BASIN, KANSAS CITY, MO 

MO BLUE RIVER CHANNEL, KANSAS CITY, MO 

MO BOIS BRULE DRAINAGE AND LEVEE DISTRICT, MISSOURI 

MO CAPE GIRARDEAU (FLOODWALL), MO 

MO CHESTERFIELD, MO 

MO CLEARWATER LAKE, MO 

MO LOCK & DAM 25 DAM SAFETY STUDY, MO 

MO MERAMEC RIVER BASIN, VALLEY PARK LEVEE, MO 

MO MISSOURI & MIDDLE MISSISSIPPI RIVERS ENHANCEMENT, MO 

MO MISSOURI RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM, IA, NE, KS & MO 

MO RAMS * OLD LEAD BELT SE, MO 

MO ST LOUIS FLOOD PROTECTION, MO 

MO ST. LOUIS, MO (COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW) 

MO STE GENEVIEVE, MO 

MO SWOPE PARK INDUSTRIAL AREA, KANSAS CITY, MO 
MS COASTAL MISSISSIPPI WETLANDS RESTORATION (DEER ISLAND), MS 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

278,720 

0 

162,429 

302,837 

143,775 

100,074 

544,809 

512,080 

3,957.575 

90,969 

100,000 

417,073 

47,453 

327,759 

707 

5,172 

4,031 

163,298 

67,361 

100,000 

104,590 

4,425.781 

236.147 
762 

770,341 

1,755,966 

159,438 

178 

0 

294,620 

284,953 

2,005,920 

806,781 

0 

159,102 

52,823 

238,567 

2,727,531 

121,393 

953.147 
333,457 

1,084,091 

0 

557,035 

63,884 

413,937 

2,081,728 

2,092,530 
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MS DESOTO COUNTY WASTEWATER TREATMENT. MS 5,048,143 

MS EAST PEARL, WALKIAH BLUFF 14 

MS GULFPORT HARBOR, MS 451,212 

MS JACKSON COUNTY INDUSTRIAL WATER SUPPLY, MS 16,616,129 

MS MISSISSIPPI ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, MS 712,483 

MS MISSISSIPPI GULF COAST. MS 991 

MS NATCHEZ BLUFF, MS 86 

MS PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS 29,353 

MS TENNESSEE - TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, AL & MS 5 

MT FT PECK DAM AND LAKE, MT 54,705 

MT RURAL MONTANA, MT 1,140,736 

N/A ACTIONS FOR CHANGE TO IMPROVE OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE 2,099 

N/A BRD MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 0 

N/A EN GE PROGRAMS 0 

N/A ENGINEERING CUSTOMER ORDERS 0 

N/A INLAND WATERWAYS USERS BOARD - CORPS EXPENSE 43,186 

N/A LOWER SNAKE RIVER FISH & WILDLIFE COMPENSATION, WA, OR & ID 1 ,1 88,394 

N/A PLANNING SUPPORT PROGRAM 0 

N/A RAMS WESTERN REGION 38,838 

N/A SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN , CA 1 54,460 

NC AIWW, REPLACEMENT OF FEDERAL HIGHWAY BRIDGES, NC 4,588 

NC B EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE, NC 4,443 

NC BRUNSWICK COUNTY BEACHES, NC 278,770 

NC CAROLINA BEACH AND VICINITY, NC 5,551 

NC DARE COUNTY BEACHES, NC 3,294 

NC FALLS LAKE, NC 56,954 

NC RICHMOND COUNTY, NC 246,379 

NC STANLY COUNTY WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE, NC 1 10,528 

NC WEST ONSLOW BEACH AND NEW RIVER INLET, NC 1 33 

NC WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC 584,278 

NC WRIGHTSVILLE BEACH, NC 51,906 

ND BUFORD - TRENTON IRRIGATION DISTRICT LAND ACQUISITION, ND 58,91 3 

ND FORT YATES BRIDGE, ND 0 

ND GARRISON DAM, LAKE SAKAKAWEA, ND 95.502 

ND GRAFTON, PARK RIVER, ND 81 

ND GRAND FORKS, ND - EAST GRAND FORKS, MN 663,790 

ND HOMME LAKE, ND 0 

ND LAKE SAKAKAWEA RURAL HEALTH CARE. ND 3,802,453 

ND MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION, ND 632,827 

ND SHEYENNE RIVER, ND 3,865 

NE ANTELOPE CREEK, NE 0 

NE MISSOURI NATIONAL RECREATIONAL RIVER, NE AND SD 9,756 

NE SAND CREEK WATERSHED, SAUNDERS COUNTY, NEBRASKA 1 2,061 

NE WESTERN SARPY COUNTY AND CLEAR CREEK 639,343 

NH EDWARD MACDOWELL LAKE, NH 252,000 

NH OTTER BROOK LAKE, NH 117 

NJ BARNEGAT INLET TO LITTLE EGG HARBOR INLET, NJ 4,695,740 

NJ BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 0 
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State CONSTRUCTION 

NJ BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG INLET (ABSECON ISLAND), NJ 4,056,647 

NJ BRIGANTINE INLET TO GREAT EGG INLET, BRIGANTINE ISLAND, NJ 109,470 

NJ CAPE MAY INLET TO LOWER TOWNSHIP, NJ 139,270 

NJ DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, DE & NJ REEDS BEACH TO PIERCES POINT 416,432 

NJ DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, VILLAS, DE & NJ 341 ,979 

NJ DELAWARE RIVER MAIN CHANNEL, NJ, PA & DE 8,427,980 

NJ GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET AND PECK BEACH, N J 1 ,462.025 

NJ GREAT EGG HARBOR INLET TO TOWNSEND INLET, NJ 2,049.584 

NJ HACKENSACK MEADOWLANDS.NJ 1 

NJ JOSEPH G MINISH HISTORIC WATERFRONT PARK.NJ 2,221 ,483 

NJ LOWER CAPE MAY MEADOWS, CAPE MAY POINT, N J 1 98,252 

NJ MOLLY ANN'S BROOK AT HALEDON, PROSPECT PARK AND PATERSON, NJ 37,041 

NJ NY HBR &ADJ CHANS, NJ 0 

NJ PASSAIC RIVER BASIN FLOOD MANAGEMENT, NJ 6,646,850 

NJ PASSAIC RIVER PRESERVATION OF NATURAL STORAGE AREAS, NJ 2,897,148 

NJ RAMAPO AND MAHWAH RIVERS, MAHWAH, NJ AND SUFFERN, NY 597,291 

NJ RAMAPO RIVER AT OAKLAND, NJ 7,036 

NJ RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY(PORT MONMOUTH), NJ 3,632,921 

NJ RARITAN RIVER BASIN, GREEN BROOK SUB-BASIN, NJ 4,066,004 

NJ SANDY HOOK BEACH REPLEN., NJ 127 

N J SANDY HOOK TO BARNEGAT INLET. NJ 2,824,706 

NJ TOWNSENDS INLET TO CAPE MAY INLET. NJ 2,130,522 

NM ACEQUIAS IRRIGATION SYSTEM, NM 0 

NM ALAMOGORDO, NM 7,691 

NM CENTRAL NEW MEXICO, NM 0 

NM COCHITI LAKE, NM 2,301 

NM JEMEZ CANYON DAM, NM 0 

NM MIDDLE RIO GRANDE FLOOD PROTECTION, BERNALILLO TO BELEN, NM 369,630 

NM MIDDLE RIO GRANDE RESTORATION 18.984,000 

NM NEW MEXICO ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM 0 

NM RESTORATION OF ABANDONED MINE SITES 5,535 

NM RIO GRANDE FLOODWAY, SAN ACACIA TO BOSQUE DEL APACHE, NM 31 5,1 06 

NM SW VALLEY FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION. ALBUQUERQUE. NM 6,042,469 

NV SEC. 595 RURAL NV 0 

NV TROPICANA AND FLAMINGO WASHES, NV 27,079 

NY ATLANTIC COAST OF NYC, ROCKAWAY INLET TO NORTON POINT, NY 15,433,410 

NY BDOB ORCHARD BEACH, BRONX NY 300,052 

NY EAST ROCKAWAY INLET TO ROCKAWAY INLET AND JAMAICA BAY, NY 20,696 

NY FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET, NY 261 ,864 

NY FIRE ISLAND INLET TO MONTAUK POINT, NY 4,654,003 

NY LONG BEACH ISLAND, NY 995,257 

NY MORICHES INLET, NY 2 

NY NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY HARBOR, NY & NJ 0 

NY NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED, NY 4,001 ,271 

NY NEW YORK HARBOR COLLECTION AND REMOVAL OF DRIFT, NY & NJ 7,81 8 

NY NEW YORK STATE CANAL SYSTEM, NY 444,000 

NY ONONDAGA LAKE, NY 652,465 

NY RARITAN BAY AND SANDY HOOK BAY, NJ 944,765 
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NY SHiNNECOCK INLET, NY 34 

OH BEACH CITY LAKE, OH SEEPAGE CORRECTION REHAB 0 

OH BOLIVAR DAM, OH SEEPAGE MAJOR REHAB 395,135 

OH CITY OF DAYTON, NE QUADRANT, OH 0 

OH COLUMBUS METRO, LOWER BIG DARBY, OH 0 

OH DELAWARE LAKE, OH 0 

OH DOVER DAM, MUSKINGUM RIVER, OH (DAM SAFETY ASSURANCE) 1 ,982 

OH HOLES CREEK 2,417,375 

OH LOWER GIRARD DAM, OH 693,863 

OH METROPOLITAN REGION OF CINCINNATI, DUCK CREEK. OH 148,91 1 

OH MOHAWK DAM, OH SEEPAGE CORRECTION MAJOR REHAB 0 

OH OHIO & NORTH DAKOTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, OH & ND (SECTI 399,778 

OH OHIO RIVERFRONT, CINCINNATI, OH 300,000 

OH SPRINGFIELD AIRPORT WATER PROJECT, OH 0 

OH SPRINGFIELD NEXTEDGE TECH PARK, OH 741 .793 

OH TECH TOWN, OH 164,870 

OH TROTWOOD STORM DRAIN, OH 5,642 

OH UNIVERSITY OF DAYTON PH 2, OH 5,858 

OH YELLOW SPRINGS MCGREGOR, OH 2,840 

OH ZOAR LEVEE @ DOVER DAM, OH SEEPAGE CORRECTION - REHAB 0 

OK CANTON LAKE, OK 1,359,609 

OK FRY CREEKS, BIXBY, OK 892 

OK KEYSTONE LAKE, OK 459,106 

OK LAWTON, OKLAHOMA 172,922 

OK MINGO CREEK. TULSA, OK 32,621 

OK RRCC-ELM FORK BASIN (AREA VI), TX AND OK 562 

OK SARDIS LAKE. OK 10 

OK TAR CREEK CLEANUP. OK 74,741 

OK TENKILLER FERRY LAKE. OK 216,422 

OK TULSA AND WEST TULSA LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OK 23,541 

OK YUKON, OKLAHOMA 0 

OR COLUMBIA RIVER FISH MITIGATION, WA, OR & ID 2,423,554 

OR ELK CREEK LAKE. OR 330,469 

OR EUGENE DELTA PONDS, OR 0 

OR JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OR & WA 0 

OR LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OR 959 

OR LOWER COLUMBIA RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OR & WA 611 ,493 

OR UPPER WILLAMETTE R WATERSHED, OR 0 

OR WIILLAMETTE RIVER TEMPERATURE CONTROL, OR 5, 1 52,344 

PA BEAVER CREEK RESERVOIR. BEAVER AND SALEM TOWNSHIPS, PA 10,500 

PA BLUE MARSH LAKE, PA 176 

PA CLINTON COUNTY, PA 81 

PA CURWENSVILLE LAKE, PA 222,398 

PA EAST BRANCH CLARION RIVER LAKE, PA 125,648 

PA EAST PROVIDENCE WW IMPROVEMENT 8 

PA EMSWORTH LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, PA 329,300 

PA GRAYS LANDING LOCK AND DAM, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 475,15? 

PA HAGERMAN’S RUN 2,921 
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PA JOHNSTOWN, PA 

PA KEHLY RUN PED, SHENANDOAH, PA 

PA LACKAWANNA RIVER, OLYPHANT, PA 

PA LACKAWANNA RIVER, SCRANTON, PA 

PA LOCKS AND DAMS 2, 3 AND 4, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 

PA MONTGOMERY L&D, PA 

PA NORTHEAST COUNTIES ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
PA PLOT AND GREEN RIDGE DESIGN 
PA PLOT DESIGN 

PA POINT MARION LOCK AND DAM 8, MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA & WV 
PA PRESQUE ISLE PENINSULA, PA (PERMANENT) 

PA PROMPTON LAKE, PA 
PA SAW MILL RUN, PITTSBURGH, PA 
PA SCHUYLKILL RIVER PARK, PA 
PA SECT 219 - NE PA-WESTFALL TWP. 

PA SOUTH CENTRAL PA ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM, PA 
PA SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA, PA 
PA THREE RIVERS WET WEATHER DEMO PROGRAM. PA 
PA TIOGA - HAMMOND LAKES, PA 

PA WEST VIRGINIA AND PENNSYLVANIA FLOOD CONTROL, PA & WV 
PA WYOMING VALLEY, PA (LEVEE RAISING) 

PA Z - CONEMAUGH, NANTY GLO, PA 
PR ARECIBO RIVER, PR 
PR PORTUGUES AND BUCANA RIVERS, PR 
PR RIO DE LA PLATA, PR 
PR RIO GRANDE DE LOIZA, PR 
PR RIO GRANDE DE MANATI, PR 
PR RIO PUERTO NUEVO, PR 
PR SAN JUAN HARBOR, PR 

Rl FOX POINT BARRIER, NARRANGANSETT BAY, Rl 
SC CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC (DEEPENING & WIDENING) 

SC CLOSED RBR D&L, WILDLIFE MITI 
SC FOLLY BEACH, SC 

SC HARTWELL LK.CLEMSON UPPER & LOWER DIVERSION, SC (DAM SAFETY) 

SC LAKES MARION AND MOULTRIE, SC 

SC MYRTLE BEACH, SC 

SD BIG SIOUX RIVER, SIOUX FALLS, SD 

SD CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE. LOWER BRULE SIOUX, SD 

SD MISSOURI RIVER RESTORATION. SD 

SD PIERRE, SD 

TN BLACK FOX, MURFREE AND OAKLANDS SPRINGS WETLANDS. TN 
TN CENTER HILL LAKE, TN 
TN CHICKAMAUGA LOCK. TENNESSEE RIVER, TN 
TN CUMBERLAND COUNTY WATER SUPPLY. TN 
TN DALE HOLLOW LAKE. TN 

TN TENNESSEE - TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY WILDLIFE MITIGATION, AL & MS 
TX BOSQUE RIVER WATERSHED, TX 
TX BRAYS BAYOU, HOUSTON, TX 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 
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130,700 
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79 

9,340,904 

1,043,659 

123,212 

579,030 

3.130,199 

1,021,195 

84 

1,482,676 

0 

720 

555 

7,963 

82,976 

92 

867,607 

216,161 

200 

128,000 

3,585 

14,479,773 

74,000 

72,925 

22,287 

33,792 

149,801 

762,855 

119,813 
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333,549 

2,769 

950 

63,209 

85,929 


Construction 
Page 32 of 83 



91 


Expected carryover into 
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State CONSTRUCTION 


IX 

BUFFALO BAYOU & TRIBUTARIES (CULLEN PARK) 

88,829 

TX 

BUFFALO BAYOU & TRIBUTARIES, TX 

561,346 

TX 

CEDAR BAYOU, TX 

0 

TX 

CENTRAL CITY, FORT WORTH, UPPER TRINITY RIVER BASIN, TX 

0 

TX 

CHANNEL TO VICTORIA. TX 

2,016 

TX 

CLEAR CREEK, TX 

782,752 

TX 

CORPUS CHRIST! SHIP CHANNEL, TX 

970,738 

TX 

DALLAS FLOODWAY EXTENSION, TRINITY RIVER PROJECT, TX 

3,942,310 

TX 

EL PASO COUNTY, TX 

49,811 

TX 

EL PASO, TX 

44,630 

TX 

FREEPORT H8R (45 FT PROJECT) 

4,827 

TX 

GIWW, CHOCOLATE BAYOU, TX 

0 

TX 

GRAHAM, TX (BRAZOS RIVER BASIN) 

38,213 

TX 

HOUSTON - GALVESTON NAVIGATION CHANNELS, TX 

11,691,560 

TX 

HUNTING BAYOU. HOUSTON, TX 

194,151 

TX 

JIM CHAPMAN LAKE, TX 

13,500 

TX 

JOHNSON CREEK, ARLINGTON, TX 

1,223,468 

TX 

LEWISVILLE DAM, TX 

38,411 

TX 

MOUTH OF THE COLORADO RIVER, TX 

5,235 

TX 

NORTH PADRE ISLAND, PACKERY CHANNEL, TX 

3,569 

TX 

0 C FISHER DAM AND LAKE, TX 

495,674 

TX 

PROCTOR LAKE, TX 

52,737 

TX 

RED RIVER BASIN CHLORIDE CONTROL, TX & OK 

1,443,049 

TX 

SAN ANTONIO CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

7,068,227 

TX 

SIMS BAYOU, HOUSTON. TX 

9,970,326 

TX 

ST1LLHOUSE HOLLOW DAM, TX 

475,674 

TX 

TEXAS CITY CHANNEL (50-FOOT PROJECT), TX 

4.002,673 

TX 

TOWN BLUFF DAM, B A STEINHAGEN LAKE, TX 

325,000 

TX 

WACO LAKE, TX 

0 

TX 

WHITNEY LAKE, TX 

13,308 

UT 

LITTLE DELL LAKE, UT 

418 

UT 

ROOSEVELT UTAH 595 

650,000 

UT 

RURAL UTAH 

0 

UT 

UPPER JORDAN RIVER, UT 

476 

UT 

WHITEROCKS UTAH 595 

500,000 

VA 

AIWW, BRIDGE AT GREAT BRIDGE, VA 

106 

VA 

AIWW, BRIDGES AT DEEP CREEK, VA 

100,000 

VA 

CB OYSTER EIS 

176,332 

VA 

EASTERN SHORE AND SOUTHWEST VIRGINIA, VA 

181,079 

VA 

EMBREY DAM, VA 

0 

VA 

JAMES RIVER CHANNEL. VA 

967,803 

VA 

JOHN H KERR LAKE. VA & NC 

0 

VA 

LAKE MERRIWEATHER, GOSHEN DAM AND SPILLWAY, VA 

1,704,984 

VA 

LEVISA AND TUG FORKS AND UPPER CUMBERLAND RIVER, VA, WV & KY 

11,199,159 

VA 

LYNCHBURG, VA (COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW) 

10,438 

VA 

NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, CRANEY ISLAND, VA 

100,000 

VA 

NORFOLK HARBOR AND CHANNELS, VA (DEEPENING) 

500,596 

VA 

OCCOQUAN CREEK, VA 

76 
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VA RICHMOND, VA (COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW) 

VA ROANOKE RIVER UPPER BASIN, HEADWATERS AREA, VA 
VA SANDBRIDGE BEACH, VA 

VA VIRGINIA BEACH, VA (HURRICANE PROTECTION) 

VT BALL MOUNTAIN, VT 

VT BURLINGTON HARBOR BREAKWATER, VT 

VT LAKE CHAMPLAIN WATERSHED INITIATE.VT 

VT UNION VILLAGE DAM, VT 

VT VERMONT DAMS REMEDIATION, VT 

VT WATERBURY DAM PROJECT 

WA CHIEF JOSEPH DAM GAS ABATEMENT, WA 

WA COLUMBIA RIVER TREATY FISHING ACCESS SITES, OR & WA 

WA DUWAMISH AND GREEN RIVER BASIN, WA 

WA GRAYS HARBOR, WA 

WA HHDSEEPAGE SEISMIC, WA 

WA HOWARD HANSON DAM, WA 

WA HOWARD HANSON DAM, WA 

WA MILL CREEK LAKE, WA 

WA MOUNT SAINT HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 
WA MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA 

WA PUGET SOUND AND ADJACENT WATERS RESTORATION, WA 
WA SHOALWATER BAY, WA 
Wl GREEN BAY HARBOR, Wl 

W» NORTHERN WISCONSIN ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE, Wl 
Wl PORTAGE, Wl 

Wl ST. CROIX FALLS SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT, Wl 
WV BLUESTONE LAKE, WV 

WV CENTRAL WEST VIRGINIA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, WV (SECTION 
WV GREENBRIER RIVER BASIN, WV 

WV ISLAND CREEK BASIN IN AND AROUND LOGAN, WEST VIRGINIA 
WV JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE, MD & WV 
WV LOWER MUD RIVER, MILTON, WV 
WV MARMET LOCK, KANAWHA RIVER, WV 
WV MOOREFIELD, WV 

WV ROBERT C BYRD LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, WV & OH 
WV SOUTHERN WEST VIRGINIA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, WV (SECTIO 
WV STONEWALL JACKSON LAKE , WV 
WV WINFIELD LOCKS AND DAM, KANAWHA RIVER, WV 
WY JACKSON HOLE RESTORATION, WY 
TOTAL SPECIFICALLY AUTHORIZED 

NAVIGATION PROGRAM (SECTION 107) 

AK BROWN'S SLOUGH, BETHEL. AK 
AK CHEFORNAK NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS 
AK COLD BAY NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS 
AK DOUGLAS HARBOR, AK 
AK ELIM NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS 
AK GUSTAVUS NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS, AK 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

0 
0 

75 

1,915,460 

39,498 

942,196 

4.881,267 

353,453 

6,453 

872,660 

124,849 

710,752 

1,541,457 

6,525 

0 

809,830 

0 

736,731 

30,780 

0 

3,193,527 

2,577,830 

0 

0 

93 

4,445,206 
909,216 
901,289 
1 ,920,054 
21,438,440 
3,104 
2,989,067 
196,601 
3,270 

1 

27,176 

528,270 

1 

385,495 

581,285,073 

0 

235 

1,720 

24,253 

1,047 

10,149 

60,979 
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Fiscal Year 2011 


State CONSTRUCTION 

AK HOMER HARBOR, AK 2,125 

AK IGiUGlG NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS, iGlUGIG, AK 12,029 

AK KOKHANOK HARBOR, AK 13,285 

AK MANLEY HOT SPRINGS, AK 1 ,080 

AK NANWALEK NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS, AK 33,209 

AK OUZINKIE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, AK 3,547 

AK PORT GRAHAM NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS, CHEFORNAK. AK 25,135 

AK SAVOONGA, AK 7,861 

AK SEWARD MARINE INDUSTRIAL CENTER NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENT, AK 45,324 

AK SMALL NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS, ILIAMNA, AK 14,627 

AK TATITLEK, AK 1,521 

AK TELLER NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS, TELLER, ALASKA 23,707 

AK WILLIAMSPORT, AK 20,166 

AL BARTON RIVERFRONT PARK, TENNESSEE RIVER, SHOALS, AL 92 

AR ARKANSAS RIVER, RUSSELLVILLE HARBOR, AR 2,873,313 

AR BLYTHEVILLE HARBOR, AR 495,056 

CA OYSTER POINT MARINA 65,511 

CA PORT HUENEME, CA 0 

CN OUTER COVE MARINA, CNMI 15,000 

FL PALM BEACH HARBOR. FL 2,105 

GM APRA SMALL BOAT HARBOR, GUAM 1 5,000 

HI KAHO'OLAWE SMALL BOAT HARBOR , HI 421 ,047 

HI KAHULUI SBH, MAUI, HI 000 74,193 

HI NORTH KOHALA NAVIGATION, HI 183,177 

LA PORT FOURCHON EXTENSION. LAFOURCHE PARISH, LA 59,993 

LA SHORT CUT CANAL DEEPENING, TERREBONNE PARISH, LA 2,595 

MA EAST BOAT BASIN. SANDWICH, MA 54,182 

MA OAKS BLUFF HARBOR. MARTHA'S VINEYARD, MA 234,443 

MA WESTPORT, MA 1,971 

MA WOODS HOLE GREAT HARBOR, FALMOUTH, MA 106,509 

MD NANTICOKE HARBOR, MD 188,906 

MD OCEAN CITY HARBOR AND INLET, MD 3 

MD PORT TOBACCO, GOOSE CREEK. MD 42 

MD RHODES POINT, MD 3,370,898 

MD SEVERN RIVER, MD 1,405 

MD ST. JEROME CREEK, ST. MARY’S COUNTY, MD 10.270 

ME BASS HARBOR, TREMONT, ME 268,616 

ME BUCKS HARBOR, MACHIASPORT, ME 1 1 7,352 

ME ROUND POND HARBOR. BRISTOL, ME 846 

Ml ESCANABA, Ml 151 

Ml MACKINAC ISLAND HARBOR BREAKWATER, Ml 32,553 

Ml NORTHERN MICHIGAN COLLEGE, TRAVERSE CITY, Ml 8,001 

Ml ONTONAGON RIVER, Ml 130,694 

Ml ROUGE RIVER, Ml 6 

MN DULUTH HARBOR (MCQUADE ROAD). MN 1 ,625 

MN EAST TWO RIVER, TOWER, MN 37,376 

MN GRAND MARAIS, MN 51,636 

MN GRAND PORTAGE HARBOR. MN 1 1 ,324 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


MN KNIFE HARBOR, MN 30,417 

MN TWO HARBORS, MN 50,231 

MO NEW BOURBON PORT, MO (CAP SECTION 1 07) 59 

MO NEW MADRID HARBOR, MO (MILE 889) 8 

MO PEMISCOT COUNTY HARBOR, CARUTHERSVILLE, MO 25,550 

MS TRI-STATE COMMERCE PARK, LUKA, MS 371 

NA CAP SECTION 107 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 51 ,816 

NC NEW RIVER INLET, ONSLOW COUNTY, NC 89 

NC WALTER SLOUGH, DARE COUNTY, NC 40,209 

NH BLACKWATER RIVER, HAMPTON HARBOR, NH 116,736 

NJ BELFORD HARBOR, NJ 107 38 

NJ KEYPORT HARBOR, NJ 1 

N J WILLS HOLE THORO.PT PLEASANT N J BB1 56 39 

NY BUFFALO INNER HARBOR, NY 2,090 

NY ERIE BASIN MARINA, BUFFALO, NY 208 

NY OLCOTT HARBOR, NEWFANE, NY 177,955 

NY STURGEON POINT MARINA, NY 56 

OH CLEVELAND LAKEFRONT STATE PARK, OH, CCS 420 1 9 

OH COOLEY CANAL HARBOR, OH (SECTION 107) 1 3,781 

OH COOLEY CREEK, OH 15 

OR COLUMBIA RIVER NAVIGATION IMPROVEMENTS (CAP), OR 0 

PA SCHUYLKILL RIVER AT GIRARD POINT. NJ 20,020 

PA TURNING BASIN, FAIRLESS HILLS, PA 0 

PA WALNUT CREEK, PA (SEC 107) 0 

Rl CHARLESTOWN BREACHWAY & NINIGRET POND, CHARLESTOWN, Rl 582,123 

Rl POINT JUDITH HARBOR (SEC 107), Rl 0 

TN NORTHWEST TENNESSEE REGIONAL HARBOR, LAKE COUNTY, TN 33,255 

TN RED RIVER PORT, CLARKSVILLE, TN 100,000 

TX GALVESTON ISLAND HARBOR , GALVESTON, TX 5,446 

VA BOLLES HARBOR, Ml 7 

VA FISHERMANS COVE, NORFOLK, VA 41 ,61 1 

VA NASSAWADOX CREEK, NORTHAMPTON COUNTY, VA 51,726 

VA TANGIER ISLAND JETTY, ACCOMACK COUNTY, VA 37,299 

WA ANACORTES HARBOR, ANACORTES, WA 9,407 

WA OCEAN SHORES MARINA, WA 336 

Wl LAKE SHORE STATE PARK, MILWAUKEE, Wl 1 ,584,189 

TOTAL NAVIGATION PROGRAM (SECTION 107) 12,113,002 

NC MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, SECTION 933, NC 1 ,808,037 

TOTAL CAP SEC 145 1 ,808,037 

MITIGATION OF SHORE PROTECTION (SECTION 111) 

AL MOBILE PASS, AL 1,027,730 

FL EAST PASS CHANNEL, PANAMA CITY, FL 70,052 

GA BRUN HARBOR/JEKYLL IMPROVEMENTS, GA 89,956 

GA OLD FORT JACKSON, SAVANNAH RIVER, GA 36 

IN BURNS HARBOR, IN 75,455 

IN THIEME DRIVE, FORT WAYNE, IN 0 
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ME CAMP ELLIS, SACO, MAINE 0 

Mi GRAND RIVER (NOWS). GRAND HAVEN, Mi 253 

Ml MANISTEE HARBOR & RIVER CHANNEL, Ml 41 ,483 

Ml ONTONAGON HARBOR, Ml 69,222 

Ml PORT SANILAC HARBOR, Ml 72,746 

NA CAP SECTION 1 1 1 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 47,869 

NY MATTITUCK HARBOR, NY 345,340 

OH FAIRPORT HARBOR, OH 58,504 

OH LORAIN SEWAGE TREATMENT PLANT 1 ,396 

OH VERMILLION HARBOR, OH 56,869 

PR AGUADILLA COAST LINE SECT 1 1 1 5,782 

WA WHITCOM FLATS, WA 65.693 

TOTAL MITIGATION OF SHORE PROTECTION (SECTION 111) 2,028,386 

SHORE PROTECTION (SECTION 103) 

AK NOME SHORELINE PROTECTION 34,893 

AK POINT HOPE, AK 20,410 

AK SHAKTOOLIK SHORELINE PROTECTION, SHAKTOOLIK, AK 2,874 

AK UNALAKLEET STORM DAMAGE REDUCTION, UNALAKLEET, AK 990,904 

AS LELOALOA SHORE PROTECTION, AMERICAN SAMOA 2,541 ,267 

CA BAY FARMS ISLAND DIKE. CA 73,006 

CA CARPINTERIA SAND DUNES. CA 41 

CA CUFF DRIVE, CAPITOLA, CA 627 

CA CORONADO SHORELINE PROTECTION SAN DIEGO BAY CA 302 

CA GOLETA BEACH, CITY OF GOLETA, CA 0 

CA HOOK AREA, BLUFF STABILIZ CA 1 44 

CA PISMO BEACH, CA 0 

DE INDIAN RIVER INLET, SUSSEX COUNTY, DE 406,276 

FL ALLIGATOR POINT ROAD, FRANKLIN COUNTY, FL 9,515 

FL TARPON SPRINGS, FL 1,245,707 

GA COCKSPUR ISLAND LIGHTHOUSE, GA 60,274 

GM F-1 FUEL PIER, GUAM 380,482 

GM TAIOFOFO BEACH PARK. GUAM 0 

GM UMATAC BAY. GUAM 0 

IN WHITING SHORELINE, IN 173,090 

LA BAYOU TECHE SHORELINE EROSION RESTORATION, ST. MARY PARISH, A 247,572 

MA COASTAL AREAS, MARSHFIELD, MA 60,507 

MA NANTASKET BEACH, HULL, MA 56,690 

MD CONQUEST PRESERVE, QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY, MD 120,1 79 

MD FRANKLIN POINT PARK. ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD 131 ,416 

MD MAYO BEACH PARK, ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD 363 

MD PLEASURE ISLAND, BALTIMORE COUNTY, MD 413,355 

MD ST. MARY'S RIVER, ST. MARY'S COUNTY, MD 61 1 ,008 

MN LAKEWALK PARK, DULUTH, MN 340 

NA CAP SECTION 103 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 64,385 

NJ BARNEGAT LIGHTHOUSE 27 

NJ EAST POINT, NJ 4,000 

NY CRESCENT BEACH, NY 131,350 
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NY HUDSON RIVER, DUTCHESS CITY, NY 1 36 

NY KRULL PARK, NEWFANE, NY 244 

NY LAKE ERIE AT OLD LAKESHORE RD, HAMBURG, NY 99,951 

NY LAKE ERIE ATHOL SPRINGS, NY 25,166 

NY LAKE ONTARIO, NYS RT 425, WILSON, NY 220 

NY LASALLE PARK, BUFFALO, NY 355,669 

NY SYLVAN BEACH BREAKWATER, NY (SEC 103) 100,500 

OH CLEVELAND LAKEFRONT STATE PARK, OH. CCS 216 63 

OH LAKE ERIE AT PAINESVILLE 33,840 

OH SANDUSKY BEACH, SANDUSKY, OH 181 

OR CAP SEC 103 SEASIDE, OR 105,130 

PA PHILADELPHIA SHIPYARD, PA 2,597,836 

PR FORT SAN GERONIMO, PR 55,206 

VA CHESAPEAKE BAY SHORELINE, HAMPTON, VA 459,000 

VA COLONIAL BEACH, VA 14 

VI VETERAN'S DRIVE SHORELINE, ST.THOMAS, U.S.V.I. 222,134 

WA SEC 103 LINCOLN PARK 0 

TOTAL SHORE PROTECTION (SECTION 103) 11 ,836,293 

FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205) 

AK FORT YUKON FLOOD CONTROL, FORT YUKON, AK 243,758 

AK PILGRIM SPRINGS, AK 6,137 

AK SALCHA FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, SALCHA, AK 600,659 

AL DALLAS BRANCH AND PIN HOOK CREEK, HUNTSVILLE, AL 1 89,772 

AR ARCHEY FORK CREEK, CLINTON, AR 125,783 

AR HEBER SPRINGS. CLEBURNE CO., AR 55.041 

AR HESTER. ADAMSON & HEARTSILL CREEKS, GREENWOOD, AR 27,418 

AR POLK BAYOU, MILLER & PFEIFER CREEKS, BATESVILLE, AR 2 

AR PRAIRIE CREEK, RUSSELLVILLE, AR 41,195 

AR TOWN BRANCH, NEWARK, AR 17 

AR WYNNE, AR #205 122,137 

AS FAGAALU STREAM FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, AM SOMOA 8,000 

AS PAGO PAGO WATERSHED FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION, AM SAMOA 9,000 

CA ANAVERDE CREEK, PALMDALE, CA 171 

CA BORREGO SPRINGS, CA 0 

CA BURNT MOUNTAIN WASH, YUCCA VALLEY, CA 630,385 

CA CALAVERAS COUNTY WATERSHED, CA (NEW HOGAN RE-OPS) (SEC 205) 2,034 

CA CITY OF WHITTIER, CA 4,771 

CA COSGROVE CREEK FLOOD CONTROL, CALAVERAS COUNTY 123,302 

CA GALINDO CREEK, CA (SEC 205) 349 

CA HEACOCK CHANNEL, RIVERSIDE COUNTY, RIVERSIDE, CA 6,528 

CA HUNTS CANYON, CITY OF PALMDALE 1 1 1 

CA LAS GALLIANAS CRK, MARIN CO BE746 27,162 

CA MAGPIE AND DON JULIO CREEKS, CA 16,015 

CA PINTO COVE, CITY OF 29 PALMS, CA 700,392 

CA ROCK CREEK AND KEEFER SLOUGH, CA 42 

CA SAN PEDRO CREEK, PACIFICA, CA BE606 35,1 56 

CA TEHAMA, CA 60.144 
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CA THACHER CREEK, CA (205) 

CA TIJUNA RIVER SUNRISE DEVELOPMENT FLOOD CONTROL PROJECT 
CA WHITE SLOUGH BE608 
CA YUCA VALLEY, CA 

CA YUCCA VALLEY. WEST BURNT MOUNTAIN BASIN, CA 
CO FLUME AT WILLOW CREEK, CREED. CO 
CO OAK CREEK FLORENCE CO BE710 
DE ELSMORE, DE (EDGEMOOR) 

DE LITTLEMILL CR, NEW CASTLE CTY, DEBD625 

DE PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE IMPROVEMENT, BETHANY BEACH, DE (SECTION 205) 
GA BEN HILL COUNTY, GA 

HI KEOPU-H1ENALOLI STREAM, ISLAND OF HAWAII, HI 

HI KULIOUOU STREAM, OAHU, HI 

HI PALAI STREAM, HAWAII, HI 

HI WAIAKEA STREAM, HAWAII, HI 

HI WAILELE STREAM, OAHU, HI 

IA CEDAR RVR TIME CHECK AREA, CEDAR RAPIDS, IA 

IA DENISON, IA 

IA INDIAN CREEK, CEDAR RVR, CEDAR RAPIDS, IA 

IA MAD CREEK, MUSCATINE. IA 

IA MAQUOKETA RIVER, MAQUOKETA, IA 

IA RED OAK CREEK. IA 

IA WINNEBAGO RVR. MASON CITY, IA 

IL DEER CREEK, VILLAGE OF FORD HEIGHTS, IL 

IL EAST PEORIA, IL 

IL FOX RIVER MCHENRY COUNTY IL BE041 
IL GRAFTON , IL (CAP SECTION 205) 

IL LIBERTYVILLE ESTATES IL 
IL LOVINGTON, IL 
IL MEREDOSIA, IL 

IL MODOC L&D DIST PRAIRIE, IL BE101 

IL MONTICELLO AVENUE ILLINOIS BE051 

IL PRAIRIE DU PONT AND FISH LAKE FLOOD PROTECTION, IL 

IL SOUTH SUBURBAN AREA OF CHICAGO. IL 

IL VALLEYVIEW. IL 

IN FEATHER CREEK CLINTON, IN 

IN KANKAKEE RIVER & NEWTON COUNTY 

IN PLEASANT CREEK, GREENWOOD, IN 

IN ST. MARY’S RIVER, FORT WAYNE, IN 

IN WHITE RIVER, ANDERSON, IN 

KS CONCORDIA, KS 

KS COWSKIN CREEK, WICHITA, KS 

KS CROSSCREEK, ROSSVILLE, KS 

KS EUREKA CREEK, MANHATTAN, KS 

KS M5-CAP-205-COON CK, KINSLEY KS 

KS WHITEWATER RIVER, AUGUSTA, KS 

KY BANLICK CREEK, KENTON CO . KY 

KY BEAVER CREEK, FRENCHBURG, KY 


24 

99 

0 

18 

285 

69 

293,532 

41 

314,135 
50,000 
1 ,294,491 
15,987 
331,410 
137,044 
26,118 
154,057 
4 

75,115 

0 

1.674,936 

926 

124 

124,190 

309,310 

477,092 

600 

33 

3,047 

399 

93,074 

5,504 

10,399 

7 

5,581 

15,867 

38,696 

41,792 

40,848 

61,524 

504,460 

0 

143,727 

7,529 

78,495 

4 

0 

94,416 

16 
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Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


State CONSTRUCTION 

KY ELIZABETHTOWN, KY 14 

KY HINKSTON CREEK, MT STERLING, KY 60,296 

KY HOPKINSVILLE, KY 20,304 

KY RED DUCK CREEK, KY #205 40,593 

KY ROLLING FK RF, LEBANON JUNC ,KY 155 

LA BAYOU QUEUE DE TORTUE, VERMILLION PARISH, LA 343 

LA BRAITHWAITE PARK, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LA 25,001 

LA CAP - SEC 205 6,863 

LA COUSHATTA INDIAN RESERVATION FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION 141 

LA CROWN POINT FEASIBILITY STUDY, KS 730 

LA GOOSE BAYOU BASIN, JEFFERSON PARISH, LA 46,001 

LA JEAN LAFITTE, FISHER SCHOOL BASIN, LA 41 ,654 

LA LOCKPORT TO LA ROSE, LAFOURCHE PARISH, LA 187,000 

LA OAKVILLE TO LAREUSSITE, LAFOURCHE PARISH, LA 0 

LA PAILET BASIN, JEFFERSON PARISH, LA 134,171 

LA RED CHUTE BAYOU LEVEE, BOSSIER CITY, LA 21 ,31 5 

LA ROSETHORNE BASIN. JEAN LAFITTE, LA 205 

LA TOWN OF CARENCRO, LAFAYETTE PARISH, LA 3,217,646 

MA BLACK ROCKS CREEK, SALISBURY, MA 34,642 

MA NORTH RIVER, PEABODY, MA 60,604 

MA SALISBURY RIVER. MA 80,927 

MD ELKTON, MD 8,575 

MD WILLS CREEK, ALLEGHENY COUNTY, MD 20 

Ml CASS RIVER SPAULDING TOWNSHIP, Ml 1,148,950 

Ml DETROIT BEACH, LAKE ERIE, FRENCHTOWN TOWNSHIP, Ml 0 

Ml MACOMB COUNTY, Ml 82,279 

MN AITKIN, MN 28,568 

MN BENTON COUNTY, MN 1,398 

MN BORUP, MN 168 

MN CHIPPEWA RIVER AT MONTEVIDEO, MN 338,498 

MN CROOKSTON, MN 2 

MN DELANO, MN 6,227 

MN JORDAN, MN 57.453 

MN LAC QUI PARLE RIVER, DAWSON, MN 105,026 

MN MARSH CREEK, MAHNOMEN COUNTY, MN 791 

MN MINNESOTA RIVER, GRANITE FALLS, MN 1 1 8,473 

MN NEWPORT, MN 3,000 

MN WILD RICE & MARSH RIVERS, ADA, MN 255,105 

MO BIRMINGHAM WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT, MO 861 

MO BLACKSNAKE CREEK, ST. JOSEPH, MO 36,551 

MO FESTUS AND CRYSTAL CITY 121 ,873 

MO GOOSE CREEK, JACKSON, MO 2,050 

MO HIGH SCHOOL BRANCH, NEOSHO, MISSOURI 16 

MO HOWELL CREEK, WEST PLAINS, MO 22,581 

MO HUBBLE CREEK, JACKSON, MO 1,033 

MO JAM UP CREEK, MOUNTAIN VIEW, MO 359,857 

MO LITTLE RIVER DIVERSION, DUTCHTOWN, MO 52,598 

MO LOUISIANA, MO (SECTION 205) 31 
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State CONSTRUCTION 

MS MCKINNEY BAYOU, TUNICA COUNTY, MS 
MS MIXON'S CREEK, LAMAR COUNTY MS 
MS TURKEY CREEK. HARRISON CO. . MS 
MT LIVINGSTON, MT 
N/A CHRISTENSTEAD, VI 

N/A ELSMERE STORMWATER INFRASTRUCTURE, DE 

N/A PENNYPACK CREEK WATERSHED, PA 

N/A ST MARTIN PARISH, LA 

NA CAP SECTION 205 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 

NC CASHIE RIVER, WINDSOR. NC 

NC GREAT COHARIE CREEK BE330 

NC HOMINY SWAMP, WILSON, NC 

NC PIGEON RIVER WATERSHED, NC 

NC STONY CREEK, ROCKY MOUNT, NC 

NC SWANNANOA RIVER WATERSHED, NC 

ND FARGO, RIDGEWOOD ADDITION, ND 

ND PEMBINA RIVER, NECHE, ND 

ND WAHPETON, ND 

NE PLATTE RIVER, FREMONT. NE 

NE PLATTE RIVER, SCHUYLER, NE 

NE RANDOLPH. NE 

NH JEWETT BROOK, NH 

NJ BEPJ POPLAR BROOK 

NJ HAMILTON TOWNSHIP. NJ 

NJ JACKSON BROOK, MORRIS CITY, NJ 

NJ LONG HILL TOWNSHIP 

NJ MCKEEL BROOK, MORRIS COUNTY. NJ 

NJ MILL BROOK HIGHLAND PARK NJ 

NJ PENNSVILLE, NJ 

NM GILA RIVER GRANTS H1LDAGO NM 

NM HATCH, NM 

NM HOBBS, NM 

NM L4 VADO DEL CERRO BER MES 
NM LITTLE PUERCORV GALLUP NMBE709 
NV BATTLE MOUNTAIN, NV (SEC 205) 

NV NORTH SPANISH SPRINGS, NV (SEC 205) 

NV ORANGE COUNTY SHORELINE, LOWER SANTA ANA RIVER WATERSHED, CA 

NV RENO FLOOD WARNING SYSTEM 

NY 205 LIMESTONE CREEK, FAYETTEVILLE, NY 

NY CAZENOVIA CREEK. BFLO, NY 

NY FULMER CREEK, VILLAGE OF MOHAWK, NY 

NY KESHEQUA CREEK, NUNDA 

NY MOYER CREEK, VILLAGE OF FRANKFURT. NY 

NY PORT JERVIS, NY 

NY STEELE CREEK, VILLAGE OF 1LION, NY 

NY THATCHER BROOK, NY 

NY UPPER DEL RVR WATERSHED FLD MITIGATION, NY (LIVINGSTON MANOR) 

OH AMBERLEY CREEK, CINCINNATI, OH 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 

50,000 

8,810 

30 

39,301 

229 

121 

73 

57,158 

90,949 

1,000 

24,970 

34,614 

0 

387 

3 

120,198 

243 

756.331 

28 

41,116 

109,168 

51,770 

1,667,155 

1,044 

325,869 

5,054,385 

2,875 

44,940 

1 

2,145 
440,290 
403 
128 
10,284 
921,561 
22,687 
34 
5,722 
5,554 
6,133 
1 ,745,598 
1,020 
1,027,540 
33,354 
1,348,858 
0 
159 
13,405 
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State 


CONSTRUCTION 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


OH BALDWIN CREEK, NORTH ROYALTON, OH 2,864 

OH BLANCHARD RIVER, FINDLAY, OH 63,999 

OH BLANCHARD RIVER, OTTAWA, OH 36,962 

OH BROOKLYN HEIGHTS, OH 6,042 

OH CHAGRIN RIVER, EASTLAKE OH 5,934 

OH CITY OF INDEPENDENCE, OH 0 

OH CUYAHOGA RIVER, BRECKSVILLE, OH 316 

OH DUCK CREEK, OH FWS 0 

OH DUGAN RUN, URBANA, OH 13,552 

OH VALLEY VIEW, OH 3,063 

OH WALTON HILL, OH 13,240 

OH ZIMBER DITCH, STARK CO, OH 6,014 

OK BIXBY CREEK, BIXBY, OK 25,363 

OK HAIKEY CREEK, BIXBY, OK 67,554 

OK MEADDOWBROOK, LAWTON, OK 46,573 

OK WILLOWWOOD ADDITION, EDMOND, OK 15 

OR BEND, DESCHUTES RIVER, OR 2,179 

OR DAM BREAK EARLY WARNING SYSTEM, SILVERTON, OR 0 

PA BENNETTS BRANCH, HUSTON TOWNSHIP, PA 39,156 

PA BOROUGH LACKAWANNA COUNTY, PA 37,506 

PA DOE RUN, PA 23,670 

PA HESHBON TO HEPBURNVILLE, LOWER LYCOMING CREEK 79,647 

PA LITTLE MILL CREEK, GRAVEL ROAD, UPPER SOUTHAMPTON, PA 95,219 

PA LOYALSOCK CREEK, REGIONAL AIRPORT, PA 863 

PA MILL CREEK, NESHAMINY BASIN, UPPER SOUTHAMPTON, PA 3 

PA MILLVALE LFPP 11 

PA MONTOURSVILLE, LYCOMING COUNTY, PA 30 

PA PHILADELPHIA SHIPYARD FLOOD REDUCTION, PHILADELPHIA, PA (SECTION 2C 0 

PA SOLOMAN CREEK WILKES-BARRE, PA 440 

PA SUSQUEHANNA TOWNSHIP, PA 25,372 

PA TOOKANY CREEK, CHURCH ROAD, PA 108 

PA TOOKANY CREEK, GLENSIDE ROAD, PA 1 1 

PA TROOP LOCAL FLOOD PROTECTION PROJECT, PA 1 35 

PR RIO ANTON RUIZ-PUNTA SANTIAGO, PR BERAR 201,021 

PR RIO CIBUCO, VEGA BAJA, PR 2.000 

PR RIO CULEBRINAS-AG 42,000 

PR RIO DESCALABRADO 2,000 

PR RIO EL OJO DE AGUA PR BER 204,579 

PR RIO FAJARDO PR BERFJ 74,453 

PR RIO GUAMANI-GUAYA 35,406 

PR RIO OROCOVIS, PR. 800 

PR RIO PATILLAS, PATILLAS, PR 0 

SC BYRUM CREEK, ANDERSON COUNTY, SC 0 

TN BEAVER CREEK & TRIBS, BRISTOL, TN 736,850 

TN FIRST CREEK, KNOXVILLE, TN 197,000 

TN METRO CENTER LEVEE, NASHVILLE, TN 136,714 

TN MILLINGTON, TN (SECTION 205) 3 

TN SANDY CREEK, TN #205 148,754 
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State 


CONSTRUCTION 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


TX CtENEGAS CREEK, DEL RIO, TX 150,000 

TX FARMERS BRANCH, TARRANT COUNTY, TX 475,829 

TX LEWIS CREEK, BULVERDE. TX 12,856 

TX LITTLE BRAZOS RIVER, TX 246,723 

TX LITTLE FOSSIL CREEK, HALTOM CITY, TX 574,153 

TX PECAN CREEK, GAINESVILLE, TX 4,193,130 

TX POST OAK CREEK, CORSICANA, TX 0 

TX RIO GRANDE & UNNAMED TRIBUTARY, TX 0 

TX SPRING BRANCH, HOUSTON, TX 19,624 

TX SUN VALLEY, EL PASO, TX 38,229 

TX TOWN BRANCH, CORSICANA, TX 0 

TX WICHITA FALLS, TX (PLUM CREEK) 87 

VA BEAVER CREEK AND TRIBS, BRISTOL, VA 3,418 

VA JAMESTOWN ISLAND, JAMES CITY COUNTY, VA 42,000 

VA UPPER MAURY RIVER TRIBUTARIES, ROCKBRIDGE AND AUGUSTA COUNTIES, 0 

VI EST LA GRANGE ST CROIX 0 

VI TURPENTINE RUN, ST THOMAS, VI BETRN 132,631 

VT MAD RIVER BASIN, VERMONT 206 537 

WA COPPEI CREEK, WA 40,910 

WA GOOSE CREEK, WILBUR, WA 20,543 

WA ROCK CREEK DREDGING (CAP), WA 0 

WA SNOQUALMIE RIVER, WA (BESNQ) 50,1 16 

WA STEHEKIN, CHELAN COUNTY, WA 1 .006 

WA STILLAGUAMISH VALLEY AT STANWOOD, WA 6,000 

Wl LACROSSE, W1 25 

Wl ROOT RIVER, MILWAUKEE COUNTY, Wl 1 ,353 

Wl UNDERWOOD CREEK, VILLAGE OF ELM GROVE, WAUKERSHA COUNTY. Wl 1 .920 

WV MAGAZINE BRANCH, ELK RIVER, CHARLESTON, WV 0 

WV MERCER CO, WV, FLOOD WARNING SYSTEM 4,71 1 

WV WEST VIRGINIA STATEWIDE FLOOD WARNING SYSTEM, WV 351 ,520 

WY CAPITOL BASIN, CHEYENNE, WY 31 ,637 

TOTAL FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS (SECTION 205) 39,035,106 


EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SECTION 14) 


AK CHEFORNAK BANK PROTECTION 1 ,383 

AK DEERING STREAMBANK PROTECTION, AK 78,897 

AK KWETHLUK, AK 8,840 

AK SEWARD, AK 69,755 

AL EAST END DAUPHIN ISLAND 20 

AL MACON COUNTY, AL 119 

AL MONTGOMERY RIVERFRONT 32,797 

AL TUSCALOOSA BW RIVER STREAMBANK, AL 63,592 

AL WHORTON BEND ROAD, ETOWAH CO., AL 33,505 

AR AUGUSTA, AR 67,695 

AR BATESVILLE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT. WHITE RIVER, AR 59,576 

AR COOPER CREEK, AR SEC-14 4,256 

AR FOURCHE CREEK SEWER MAIN, AR 41 ,694 

AR HIGHWAY 164 BRIDGE, LITTLE PINEY CREEK, HAGARVILLE, AR 53,470 
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State 


CONSTRUCTION 


Expected carryover Into 
Fiscal Year 201 1 


AR HIGHWAY 58, GUION, AR 210 

AR HWY 237, SULPHUR RIVER, AR 32,800 

AR HWY 71 BRIDGE, SULPHUR RIVER, DODDRIDGE, AR (CAP SECTION 14) 35,647 

AR OLD GRAND GLAISE, JACKSON COUNTY, AR 2,1 83 

AR SOUTHSIDE WATER, BATESVILLE, AR 5 

AR SPADRA CREEK, CLARKSVILLE, AR 1,224 

AR U.S. HIGHWAY 71 BRIDGE, RED RIVER, OGDEN, AR 20,719 

AR WHITE RIVER, AUGUSTA, AR 699 

AZ HAVASUPA! STREAMBANK PROTECTION, AZ 13,923 

CA AL1SO COASTAL TREATMENT PLANT, LAGUNA BEACH, CA 21 ,369 

CA CITY CREEK, HIGHLAND, CA 0 

CA POPPET CREEK, SOBOBA INDIAN RESERVATION, CA 0 

CA SAND COVE PARK, SACRAMENTO RIVER, CA 0 

CO 27TH STREET BRIDGE, GLENWOOD SPRINGS, CO 76,200 

CO POWERS BLVD, COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 26,706 

CT CONNECTICUT RIVER, MIDDLETOWN, CT 38,000 

HI LAUNIUPOKO, MAUI, HI 626,837 

IA ALLEN CREEK SW OF MAGNOLIA, IA 1 3,208 

IA BEAR CREEK, ROLAND, IA 13,075 

IA BIG SIOUX RIVER, AKRON, IA 99,638 

IA COAL CREEK, ALBIA, MONROE CO., IA 502 

IA DES MOINES RIVER, KEOSAUGUA, IA 1 1 3,324 

IA IA RVR, IA CITY, JOHNSON CO., IA 0 

IA IA RVR, SAC & FOX SETTLEMENT, TAMA COUNTY, IA 20, 144 

IA NISHNABOTNA RIVER, MILLS COUNTY, IA 48,479 

IA NORTH RACCOON RIVER, PERRY, IA 12,818 

IA NORTH SKUNK RIVER, POWISHIEK, IA 74,533 

IA WILLOW CREEK NE OF MAGNOLIA, IA 23,224 

IA WILLOW CREEK NW OF WOODBINE, IA 29,637 

ID SO FK, COEUR D'ALENE RIVER, ID 17,722 

IL LAKE MICHIGAN INTERCEPTOR, HIGHLAND PARK, IL 0 

IL NORTH PARK 0 

IL SPRINGDALE CEMETERY, PEORIA, IL 685 

IL VILLAGE OF RIVERSIDE, IL 1 ,485 

IN BLUFFTON, WELLS COUNTY, IN 35,019 

IN CROOKED CREEK, MADISON, IN 5 

IN EEL RIVER, CLAY COUNTY, IN (SECTION 14) 30,000 

IN INDIANA UNIVERSITY, SOUTH BEND, IN 82,676 

IN LEEPER PARK ISLAND WALL, SOUTH BEND, IN 28,259 

IN NORTH SHORE DRIVE, SOUTH BEND, IN 9,798 

IN ROCKPORT, IN 42,022 

IN SOUTH HARRISON CO., WATER CORP., IN 12,086 

IN SOUTH HARRISON COUNTY, IN 10 

IN THIEME DRIVE, FORT WAYNE, IN 0 

IN WHITE RIVER KNOX CO, IN 60 

KS GOLDEN EAGLE BANK EROSION 66,850 

KS KANSAS RIVER, EUDORA BEND BRIDGE, KS 3,137 

KS STRANGER CREEK AT K-32, KS 0 
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State 


CONSTRUCTION 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


KS U S. 83 BRIDGE, GARDEN CITY, KS 1 20,581 

KY BLUE LICKS, KY 144,517 

KY HODGENVILLE, KY 80,372 

KY RED DUCK - NiNETH STREET, KY #14 177,145 

LA BAKER CANAL, BAKER, EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA 39,010 

LA BAYOU MACON, POVERTY POINT, LA 187,629 

LA CAP HIGHWAY 495, LA -B4 1 ,775 

LA COMITE RIVER, LA 121 

LA LOUISIANA STATE HIGHWAY 75, IBERVILLE PARISH, LA 497,203 

LA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY, CAMPUS ROAD, BATON ROUGE, LA 123,768 

LA TUCKER ROAD, COMITE RIVER, LA 559 

MA SLACK BROOK, LEOMINSTER, MA 40,229 

MA SOUTH RIVER, CONWAY, MA 39,400 

MA WESTFIELD RIVER, AGAWAM, MA 0 

MA WESTFIELD RIVER, OLD RTE 9, CUMMINGTON, MA 137,124 

MD CHESAPEAKE BAY PUNCH ISLAND ROAD, MD 127 

MD PATUXENT RIVER, PATUXENT BEACH ROAD, MD 6,843 

ME AROOSTOOK RIVER, MAPLETON, ME 1 1 ,001 

ME HOLMES BAY [STATE HIGHWAY RTE 191], WHITING, ME 114,743 

ME PLEASANT POINT, PERRY, ME 5,286 

ME QUODDY NARROWS, SOUTH LUBEC ROAD, LUBEC, ME 398 

Ml GRAND RIVER (NOWS), GRAND HAVEN, Ml 48,107 

Ml STURGEON RIVER, HOUGHTON COUNTY, Ml 29,742 

Ml WATER TREATMENT PLANT, ST JOSEPH, Ml 5,280 

MN CASS LAKE, LEECH LAKE TRIBE 239,512 

MN CHIPPEWA RIVER, BIG BEND LUTHERAN CHURCH 4,168 

MN CROW RIVER CR 50, MN (CAP SECTION 1 4) 1 5,768 

MN ELK RIVER, SHERBURNE CO. 37,004 

MN MINNEHAHA CREEK WALLS, MN (CAP SECTION 14) 899 

MN RED LAKE RIVER, MN 55,438 

MN SARTELL, MN 101,099 

MO ARGOSY ROAD BRIDGE, RIVERSIDE, MO 4,357 

MO BRIDGE 617, WORTH, MO 0 

MO BRUSH CREEK, MONROE COUNTY, MO 223 

MO CAPE LA CROIX, MO 0 

MO CAULKS CREEK, METRO ST LOUIS SEWER, MO 664 

MO COLUMBIA, MO (WATER MAIN) 0 

MO COUNTY ROAD 228 BRIDGE, HUBBLE CREEK, MO 16,835 

MO FOX RIVER, KAHOKA, MO (STREAM BANK PROTECTION) 105,501 

MO GENTRYVILLE BRIDGE, GRAND RIVER 43,609 

MO PLATTE CITY SEWER, PLATTE CITY, MO 1 1 3,287 

MO PLATTE RIVER BRIDGE, CONCEPTION, MO 1 72,883 

MO ROUTE EE BRIDGE, SULLIVAN CITY, MO 0 

MO ROUTE YY, WORTH COUNTY, MO 60 

MO SALT RIVER KNOX COUNTY, MO 20,463 

MO SHOTWELL CREEK, WILDWOOD, MO 42,812 

MO SOUTH FORK CLEAR CREEK, ROUTE FF, MARYVILLE, MO 2.978 

MO TERM SEC 14, RT A SHANNON CO.MO 9 
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State 


CONSTRUCTION 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


MS BOUIE RIVER, MS 1,274 

MS CLEAR CREEK, WARREN COUNTY, MS 20,000 

MS EUBANKS CREEK, JACKSON, MS 6,265 

MS WEST MADISON UTILITY DISTRICT, CANTON, MS 1 

NA CAP SECTION 14 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 24,020 

ND BARNES CO., KATHRYN, ND 148,959 

ND FT ABERCROMBIE, ND 52,708 

ND RED RIVER OF THE NORTH, FARGO PUBLIC FACILITIES, ND 5,354 

NE CEDAR RIVER AT FULLERTON, NE 78,744 

NE ELKHORN RIVER, SCRIBNER, NE 13,610 

NE IOWA TRIBE HIGHWAY BRIDGE, NE 20,000 

NJ BRANCHVILLE STREAMBANK STABILIZATION PROJECT, SUSSEX CNTY NJ 7 

NJ EAST POINT, NJ 0 

NJ ELIZABETH RIVER, VALLEYVIEW ROAD, HILLSIDE, NJ 303,045 

NJ MANASQUAN R .HOWELL TWP, NJ BD612 577,674 

NJ MT. HOLLY, NJ (RANCACAS CREEK) 1 

NJ MT. PLEASANT AVE., MALAPARDIS BROOK, HANOVER, NJ 354,110 

NJ OCEAN GATE. OCEAN COUNTY, NJ 251 

NJ SOUTH BRANCH, RAHWAY RIVER, WOODBRIDGE.NJ 167,890 

NM LA JOYA, NM 0 

NM RIO PUERCO R, 1-40 BRIDGE, GALLUP, NM 760,269 

NY BASKET CREEK RETAINING WALL, DELAWARE COUNTY, NY 58 

NY BEAVERKILL TURNWOOD ROAD, HARDENBURGH, ULSTER COUNTY, NY 50 

NY BEAVERKILL, HORTON, NY 17 

NY CANADAWAY SEWERLINE 511,406 

NY CAYUGA CREEK, DEPEW, NY 50,484 

NY COUNTY CENTER, NY 0 

NY EAST VALLEY CREEK, ANDOVER, NY 43,453 

NY GARTH WOODS, NY 193 

NY GRAYCLIFF HOUSE, EVANS, NY 19,988 

NY HARNEY ROAD, NY 0 

NY KEUKA LAKE, HAMMONDSPORT, NY 12,990 

NY LAKE ONTARIO ALBION WATER 27,908 

NY LONG ISLAND SOUND, NY 0 

NY OLD FORT NIAGARA, YOUNGSTOWN, NY 14,942 

NY ORIENT HARBOR, SOUTHOLD, NY 0 

NY RANSOM CREEK, HOPKINS ROAD, AMHERST, NY 38,164 

NY SALAMANCA, NY 10,206 

NY SPRING BROOK, SPRINGVILLE. NY 2,777 

NY TONAWANDA CREEK, AMHERTS, NY 61,792 

NY TONAWANDA CREEK, LOCKWOOD, NY 18,912 

NY TONAWANDA CREEK, NEWSTEAD, NY 6,981 

NY TONAWANDA CREEK, NIAGARA COUNTY, NY 4,276 

NY TONAWANDA CREEK, RIDDLE ROAD, NY 72,096 

NY TOWN OF WELLS, NY 284,688 

NY YONKERS AVE, TUCKAHOE, NY 4,900 

OH CITY OF BELPRE, OH (SEC 14) 15,000 

OH CITY OF BRUNSWICK (SEC1 4), OH 6,674 
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CONSTRUCTION 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


OH CUYAHOGA RIVER, BATH ROAD, AKRON, OH 0 

OH DEERFIELD TOWNSHIP, WAREN, OH 40,000 

OH GRAND RIVER, PA1NESVILLE, OH (SR84 BRIDGE) 208 

OH MARIETTA, OH WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT (CAP SECTION 14) 1 5,000 

OH MIDDLE BASS ISLAND, DEIST ROAD, OH 208 

OH NY HOSPICE OF THE WESTERN RESERVE 9,946 

OH SWAN CREEK, SOUTH TOLEDO, OH 69,552 

OH TUSCARAWAS CO RD 1, (JOHNSON HILL), OH 43,208 

OK BRITTON ROAD BRIDGE, JONES, OK 75,643 

OK KEETONVILLE ROAD, OK 0 

OK LUTHER ROAD, JONES. OK 5,058 

OK PONCA TRIBAL GROUNDS, EMERGENCY STREAMBANK, OK 0 

OR ST JOHNS LANDFILL, OR 70,885 

PA BRIGGS STREET, ALLENPORT, PA 0 

PA CHROME RUN, MIDDLETOWN, PA (SEWER AUTHORITY) 0 

PA CONWAY, CROWS RUN, PA 19 

PA DELAWARE CANAL, PAUNNACUSSING CREEK, BUCKS COUNTY, PA 26 

PA FORT MIFFLIN SEAWALL, PHILADELPHIA, PA 448 

PA LICK RUN, SOUTH PK, PA (SEC 14) 28,488 

PA LIDY'S CREEK, CENTER STREET, PA 1 3,681 

PA LINCOLN BOROUGH, PA (SECTION 14) 197,322 

PA MONONGAHELA RIVER, W. ELIZ., PA 0 

PA NEW CASTLE, PA (NESHANNOCK CREEK) 55,334 

PA NORTH COVENTRY, PA 4,337 

PA WORTHINGTON, WV (CAP SECTION 14) 37,224 

PA Z - KISKIMINETAS, AVONMORE, PA 794 

PR POLICE STATION & SEWERLINE, TRUJILLO ALTO, PR 2,047 

PR RIO CAGUITAS CAGUAS, PR 0 

SC ROCKY BRANCH, SC (SECTION 14) 34,215 

TN CLIFTON, TN 8,171 

TN COWEN STREET, NASHVILLE, TN 20,000 

TN FINELY, TN 33,144 

TN GERMANTOWN, LATERAL D, SEC 14 74 

TN MT. MORIAH CULVERT SECT 14 130,178 

TN OAKDALE, TN 7,182 

TN OAKLAND SEWAGE FACILITY, TN 45,542 

TN RIVERSIDE DRIVE, CLARKSVILLE, TN 4,952 

TN TN STATE UNIV, NASHVILLE, TN 25,277 

TN UT AG CENTER, KNOXVILLE, TN 22,844 

TX COLORADO RIVER, CALDWELL LANE, TRAVIS COUNTY, TX 85,141 

TX NOKOMIS RD, TEN MILE CREEK, LANCASTER, TX 83,524 

TX OLD CHAPPELL HILL ROAD, DAVIS CREEK, WASHINGTON COUNTY, TX 1 ,000 

TX ROGERS HILL ROAD AT AQUILLA CREEK, TX 0 

TX WATER TREATMENT PLANT, INTAKE CHANNEL, SEGUIN, TX 321 ,731 

VA PEPPER'S FERRY, VA (SEC 14) 30,000 

VT RICHFORD WATER SUPPLY, VT 1 ,098 

WA BOGACHIEL RIVER, WA 2,485 

Wl BLACK RIVER, RIVER DRIVE 21 
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CONSTRUCTION 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


Wl HO CHUNK NATION, Wl (CAP SECTION 14) 12,282 

Wi KENOSHA HARBOR, RETAINING WALL, KENOSHA, Wl 20,060 

Wi K1NNICKINNIC RIVER STORM SEWER, MILWAUKEE COUNTY, Wl 1 41 ,074 

Wl MOSEL, SHEBOYGAN COUNTY, Wl 54,550 

WV 7TH ST W SEC 14, OHIO RIVER, HTGN 219,105 

WV DUNKARD CREEK, BLACKVILLE, PA 353,112 

WV KANAWHA RIVER, CHARLESTON, WV (MAGIC ISLAND TO PATRICK STREE 210,440 

WV KENOVA, WATER TREATMENT PLANT, WV 23,922 

WV OHIO RIVER, HUNTINGTON, STAUNTON, WV (SEC 14) 0 

WV WALKER LN, WASHINGTON, WV (SEC 1 4) 4,497 

WV WESTON, WV (US RT 1 9 S) 181 ,761 

TOTAL EMERGENCY STREAMBANK AND SHORELINE PROTECTION (SECTION 

14) 11,467,993 

SNAGGING AND CLEARING (SECTION 208) 

AK VALDEZ GLACIER 532 

IL SPOON RIVER, KNOX CO., IL 1 ,550 

KY DEER CREEK, WEBSTER COUNTY, KY 1 0 

LA BAYOU MANCHAC, ASCENSION PARISH, LA 5,003 

LA SNAGGING AND CLEARNING OF UPPER BAYOU BOEUF, RAPIDES PH, LA 58,822 

MO ORAN, MO 0 

NA CAP SECTION 208 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 1 9,205 

NJ GREAT PIECE MEADOWS, ESSEX AND MORRIS COUNTIES, NJ 1 49,993 

NJ POMPTON RIVER, WAYNE & POMPTON LAKES, NJ 402 

OK BLACKWELL LAKE, BLACKWELL, OK 0 

VA DICKENSON COUNTY, VA, SEC 208 1,059 

TOTAL SNAGGING AND CLEARING (SECTION 208) 236,575 

PROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

(SECTION 1135) 

AL MAYO’S BAR, FLOYD COUNTY, GA 83 

AL THREE-MILE CREEK, AL 153,857 

AR ARK. RVR ENV REST, LK DARDANELLE, RUSSELLVILLE & FT SMITH, A 5,535 

AR BAYOU MACON, LAKE VILLAGE, AR 16 

AR BULL SHOALS LAKE NURSERY POND, AR 573 

AR BULL SHOALS LAKE TAILWATER RESTORATION, AR 1 ,31 7,527 

AR CANNON BRAKE/LOWER VALUER, ARK & JEFFERSON COUNTIES, AR 27,315 

AR DITCH 28 STRUCTURE AND LEVEES, MISSISSIPPI CO., AR 88 

AR LOWER CACHE RIVER, AR 1 1 35 50,707 

AR MILLWOOD, GRASSY LAKE, AR, SECTION 1 1 35 65,548 

AR NORFORK TAILWATER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION. AR 286 

AR ROCK CREEK & BOYLE PARK, LITTLE ROCK, AR 88,1 36 

AR TAYLOR BAY, WOODRUFF CO, AR 258 

A Z AGUA FRIA RIPARIAN, AZ 0 

AZ MOD TUCSON (AJO) DETENTION BASIN, PIMA COUNTY, AZ 31 1 

AZ RILLITO RIVER RIPARIAN AND WETLAND DEVELOPMENT, AZ 0 

CA ALAMEDA CREEK, CA 1 

CA BALLONA WETLAND RESTORATION, CA 2,269 

CA BULL CREEK CHANNEL ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 0 
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CA CHEROKEE CANAL, CA 4 

CA GUNNERSON POND RESTORATION, CA 34 

CA MURPHY SLOUGH, CA 152,518 

CA PINE FLAT DAM TURBINE BYPASS, CA 1 ,652 

CA PINOLE CREEK RESTORATION, CA 0 

CA PUTAH CREEK SOUTH FORK PRESERVE, CA 7,669 

CA SAND COVE PARK, SACRAMENTO RIVER, CA 2 

CA TUJUNGA WASH ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, CA 3,739,133 

CA WHITTIER NARROWS NATURE CNTR, CA 0 

CA WILDCAT CREEK RESTORATION, CA 157 

CA WOODSON BRIDGE, CA 10 

CO UPPER CENTRAL PLATTE VALLEY, COLFAX REACH 29,384 

DC HERITAGE ISLAND, DC 6 

DC LOWER KINGMAN ISLAND 156,525 

DE RESTORATION OF GRASS DALE DE 1 9 

FL C-102/103 RESTORATION, DADE COUNTY, FL 4,425 

FL CALOOSAHATCHEE OXBOWS RESTORATION, LEE COUNTY 20,752 

FL GATOR LAKE, PANAMA CITY HARBOR, BAY COUNTY, FL 282 

FL LAKE JESSUP 0 

FL PALM RIVER RESTORATION, HILLSBOROUGH CO., FL 762 

FL PONCE DE LEON INLET (SEC 1135), FL 17,000 

FL SARASOTA BAY RESTORATION, SARASOTA CO., FL 15,800 

FL VIRGINIA BEACH KEY, FL (SEC. 1135) 1,453,905 

HI KANAHA POND WILDLIFE SANCTUARY RESTORATION, MAUI, HI 180,018 

HI KAUNAKAKAI STREAM ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, MOLOKAI, HI 471 ,280 

HI KAWAINUI MARSH ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, OAHU, HI 3,844,807 

HI PELEKANE BAY ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, HAWAII. HI 33 

IA BIG CREEK LAKE SPILLWAY MODIFICATION, IA 23,242 

IA GREENVILLE MARSH, IA 3,821 

IA RATHBUN LAKE HABITAT RESTORATION PROJECT, IA 132,701 

ID BOISE RIVER AT EAGLE ISLAND, ID 6,533 

ID SEC 1 1 35 BRAIDED REACH 0 

ID SHORTY'S ISLAND, ID (SEC 1135) 0 

IL CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL 0 

IL GREAT LAKES FISHERIES AND ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, IL, IN, MN, OH & 81 

IL INDIAN RIDGE MARSH, CHICAGO, IL 0 

IL OQUAWKA REFUGE 14,999 

IL REND CITY WETLANDS RESTORATION, IL 7,1 96 

IL SHELBYVILLEWILDLIFEMANAGEMENTAREARESTORATION.IL 16,509 

IL SPUNKY BOTTOMS RESTORATION, BROWN COUNTY, IL 17,549 

IN TRAIL CREEK, LAPORTE COUNTY, IN 30,834 

KS GARDEN CITY ECOSYSTEM, KS 10,952 

KS SAND CREEK, NEWTON, KS 17,043 

KY GREEN RIVER DAM, MOD, KY 46,000 

LA BAYOU DESIARD, MONROE, LA 313,900 

LA CAP -SEC 1135 13 

LA FALSE RIVER, POINTE COUPEE PARISH, LA (CAP SECTION 206) 0 

LA FRAZIER/WHITEHORSE OXBOW LAKE WEIR, LA 21 ,437 
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LA GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA 32 

LA HNC MILE 12-31 .4 RESTORATION, TERREBONNE PARISH, LA 4,077 

LA LAKE FAUSSE POINT ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, ST. MARY PARISH, LA 1 ,706 

LA LAKE ST. JOSEPH, TENSAS PARISH, LA 322,900 

LA MORGANZA FORE-BAY RESTORATION, LA (CAP SECTION 1 1 35) 7,344 

LA MORGANZA TO THE GULF, LA 1 

MA BROAD MEADOWS MARSH RESTORATION, MA 569,203 

MA HOOSIC RIVER, TOWN OF ADAMS,MA 2,828 

MA MILL RIVER (SEC 1135), MA 0 

MA NMLC, BUZZARDS BAY, MA 5,027 

MA NORTH NASHUA RIVER, FITCHBURG, MA 39,757 

MD HART-MILLER ISLAND, MD 17 

MD ROOSTER ISLAND, MD 205,494 

ME HALF-MOON COVE, PERRY, ME 0 

Ml BLACK MALLARD CREEK, PRESQUE ISLE COUNTY, Ml 1 ,006 

Ml CARP LAKE RIVER, Ml 5,305 

Ml FLINT FIVER & SWARTZ CREEK, FLINT, Ml 36,063 

Ml KID'S CREEK, BOARDMAN RIVER, Ml 108 

Ml LOWER ROUGE, ROTUNDA DR. AND 1-94, Ml 3,158 

Ml ROUGE RIVER OXBOW, WAYNE COUNTY, Ml 828 

Ml SB GALIEN RIVER, BERRIEN COUNTY, Ml 336,646 

Ml SCHMIDT CREEK, PRESQUE ISLE COUNTY, Ml 619 

Ml SEA LAMPREY BARRIER, MANISTIQUE, Ml 0 

Ml SEA LAMPREY BARRIER, PAW PAW, Ml 3,741 

Ml ST. MARY'S RIVER, Ml, SEA LAMPREY TRAP 1 ,778 

Ml UPPER ROUGE, MICHIGAN AVE. TO ROTUNDA DR. , Ml 60,408 

MN RUFFY BROOK & CLEARWATER RIVER 94,178 

MN SAND HILL RIVER 137,408 

MO BLUE VALLEY WETLANDS, JACKSON COUNTY, MO 0 

MO DUCK CREEK, STODDARD COUNTY, MO 99,169 

MO KANSAS CITY RIVERFRONT, MO 26,872 

MO SMITHV1LLE AQUATIC PLANTINGS 42,471 

MS LAKE GEORGE RESTORATION, YAZOO COUNTY, MS 9 

MS LAKE WHITTINGTON, MS 20,783 

MS MANATCHIE CREEK, ITAWAMBA COUNTY, MS 117 

MS OSBORNE CREEK, PRENTISS COUNTY, MS 155 

N/A GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, PLAQUEMINES LOCK LABE 690, LA (CAP SE 0 

NA CAP SECTION 1135 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 1 10,865 

NA CAP SECTION 1 1 35 PRELIMINARY RESTORATION PLAN 0 

NC BELHAVEN HARBOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS, BELHAVEN, NC 1 ,090 

ND PRISON FARM SHORELINE HABITAT, ND 24,678 

NE LOWER DECATUR BEND, NE, IA 424,01 1 

NJ ASSUNPINK CREEK NJ 4,178,635 

NJ DELAWARE BAY OYSTER RES, NJ 0 

NJ DREGED HOLE #6, BARNEGAT BAY, NJ 415 

NJ LINCOLN PARK WEST, JERSEY CITY, NJ 0 

NJ MORDECAI ISLAND RESOTRATION, NJ 0 

NJ PINE MOUNT CREEK 199,111 
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NJ POND CREEK NJ 0 

NJ RAHWAY RIVER ENVIRONMENTAL RESOTRATION NJ 54,572 

NM AQUATIC HABITAT RESTORATION @ PUBLO OF SANTA ANA, NM 1 55,354 

NM CARLSBAD ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION 1,646 

NM ECOSYSTEM REVITALIZATION @ ROUTE 66 349,125 

NM LAS CRUCES DAM ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION, DONA ANA COUNTY NM 9,203 

NM PECOS RIVER RESTORATION 105 

NV STEAMBOAT CREEK, NV 1 1 

NY GERRITSEN CREEK, NY 14,319 

NY JAMAICA BAY, MARSH ISLANDS, NY 12 

NY NORTHPORT HARBOR, TOWN OF HUNTINGTON.NY 1 1 1 ,252 

NY ROCHESTER HARBOR NAVIGATION CHANNEL, NY 1,240 

NY SMOKES CREEK, ERIE COUNTY, NY 53,712 

NY SPRING CREEK, NY 79,782 

NY WHITNEY POINT LAKE, NY 16,029 

OH CDF #3, OREGON, OH 20 

OH CONNEAUT CREEK, SEA LAMPREY 675 

OH CONNEAUT HARBOR EAST STATE PARK, OH 28,502 

OH EAST HARBOR STATE PARK, OH 0 

OH SHELDON’S MARSH, LAKE ERIE, OH 0 

OH TAPPAN LAKE, OH (SEC 1135) 0 

OH WILLS CREEK, MASON MINE 280, OH 851 

OK BIG LAKE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION 0 

OK JOE CREEK HABITAT RESTORATION, TULSA. OK 5,645 

OR AMAZON CREEK WETLANDS, OR 8,879 

OR DAIRY CREEK, OR 24,540 

OR FOX CREEK, OR 11,052 

OR LOWER COLUMBIA SLOUGH, OR 585,340 

OR WALLA WALLA RIVER SECTION 1135, OR 671,720 

PA FAIRMOUNT DAM. PA 365,628 

PA GULL POINT, PRESQUE ISLE, PA 330 

PA MOD OF THE FT MIFFLIN CONFINED DISP FACT 1 52,666 

PR RESTORE LA ESPERANZA PENIN, PR BGRLE 19,306 

Rl ALLIN'S COVE, BARRINGTON, Rl 968 

Rl BOYD’S SALT MARSH RESTORATION, Rl 99,089 

TN HENDERSONVILLE, TN (DRAKES CREEK) 167 

TN J. PERCY PRIEST, STONES RIVER, TN 296,595 

TN LOWER OBION RIVER & VICINITY, DYER COUNTY, TN 843,666 

TX BIG CYPRESS BAYOU FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT RESTORATION, TX 1 ,006,453 

TX EAGLELAND HABITAT RESTORATION, SAN ANTONIO, TX 0 

TX JOPPA PRESERVE RESTORATION 0 

TX KEITH LAKE FISH PASS, JEFFERSON COUNTY, TX 0 

TX LEWISVILLE LAKE, FRISCO, TX 0 

TX O.C. FISHER LAKE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, TX 1 ,408,384 

TX OLD TRINITY RIVER CHANNEL WILDLIFE RESTORATION 0 

TX TAYLORS BAYOU, PORT ARTHUR TX 0 

UT ASHLEY CREEK, UT 15,003 

VA VILLAGE OF OYSTER, NORTHAMPTON COUNTY, VA 2,782 
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VT LAKE CHAMPLAIN SEA LAMPREY BARRIERS 368,619 

WA BENNINGTON LAKE DIVERSION DAM, WA 0 

WA CODIGA FARMS, WA (GREEN/DUWAMISH SUB) 72,557 

WA DEEPWATER SLOUGH, WA (SECTION 1135) 32,241 

WA MAPES CREEK, WA 16,464 

WA PORTER LEVEE (SEC 1 1 35), WA 1 ,593 

WA TURNING BASIN #3, DUWAMISH R, WA 19,628 

WA TWO RIVERS, BENTON COUNTY, WA 0 

WA UNION SLOUGH, WA 518,827 

WA WYNOOCHEE ANADROMOUS FISH PASS, WA 493 

Wi BAD RIVER, ASHLAND COUNTY, W1 (SEA LAMPREY BARRIER) 1 ,346 

Wl EAU GALLE RIVER, W! 13,961 

WI LAKE POYGAN, Wi 30,220 

WV SCAB RUN, TYGART LAKE, WV 2,358 

TOTALPROJECT MODIFICATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

(SECTION 1135) 26,912,446 


AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206) 

AK BLACK LAKE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION 304,496 

AK CHESTER CREEK RESTORATION, AK 19 

AK DUCK CREEK RESTORATION, AK 44,985 

AK EKLUTNA, AK 76,196 

AK NORTHWAY, AK 312,254 

AL CYPRESS CREEK, MONTGOMERY, AL 100,000 

AR BROWNSVILLE BRANCH, AR 206 30,457 

AR FOURCHE CREEK, HINDMAN PARK, LITTLE ROCK, AR 1 ,486 

AR SHIREY BAY/RAINEY BRAKE WMA 6,500 

AZ AGUA FRIA RIPARIAN, AZ 439 

AZ CANOA RANCH, AQUATIC RESTORATION, AZ 5,337 

CA AMERICAN CANYON CREEK, CA 247 

CA ARROYO LAS POSITAS, CA 15,083 

CA BLACKWOOD CREEK, CA (SEC 206) 8 

CA CARPINTERIA CREEK PARK, CA 5,877 

CA CITY OF REDLANDS WETLANDS RESTORATION, CA 475 

CA ENGLISH CREEK 5,100 

CA LAKE NATOMA, CA 14 

CA LOWER NEWPORT BAY HARBOR, CA 1 ,646 

CA MCINNIS PARK RESTORATION, CA 1 

CA PACIFIC FLYWAY YOLO CNTY CA 58 

CA PAVON CREEK RESTORATION, CA 0 

CA RINCON CREEK, CA 50,000 

CA SALT RIVER RESTORATON, CA 14,008 

CA SAN PEDRO 206, RESTORATION, CA 18,731 

CA SANTA PAULA CREEK, CA 8,000 

CA SIMMONS SLOUGH, SONOMA CO, CA 1 

CA ST. HELEN-NAPA RIVER RESTORATION 43,719 

CA SULPHUR CREEK AQUATIC RESTORATION, LAGUNA NIGUEL, CA 4,035 

CA SULPHUR CREEK RESTORATION, CA 1 

CA SULPHUR CRK REDDING SHASTA CA 1 9 
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CA SWEETWATER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, CA 39,949 

CA TAMARISK ERADICATION, CO 57,869 

CA THOMPSON CREEK RESTORATION 304 

CA TURTLE BAY, CA (SEC 206) 9 

CA UPPER YORK CREEK DAM REMOVAL, CA 3,090,100 

CA WHITE SLOUGH WATER POLLUTION CONTROL FACILITY, CA (SEC 206) 8,1 78 

CN SAIPAN LAGOON, CNMI 635 

CO ARKANSAS RIVER FISHERIES HABITAT RESTORATION. PUEBLO, CO 199,396 

CO ARKANSAS RIVER TAMARISK ERADICATION, CO 0 

CO BASALT RIVER, CO (CAP SECTION 206) 7 

CO BLUE RIVER, CO (SEC 206) 23,225 

CO GOOSE CREEK, CO 125,286 

CO HAYDEN DIVERSION, CO (SEC 206) 14 

CO LOWER BOULDER CREEK, CO 57,339 

CO NORTH FORK GUNNISON, CO (206) 273,732 

CT MILL RIVER, STAMFORD, CT 0 

DC LOWER ANACOSTIA PARK, DC . 1,000 

DC WATTS BRANCH, D C. 2 

DE DELAWARE FORESTED WETLANDS, DE 1 

FL AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION FOR ROSE BAY, VOLUISIA CO. , FL 0 

FL BIG FISHWEIR CREEK, FL 0 

FL DAVIS LAKE RESTORATION 412,737 

FL HOGAN'S CREEK 0 

FL SALT MARSH & SEAGRASS, FL 47 

FL STEVENSON CREEK, CLEARWATER, FL 5,582 

FL TURKEY CREEK SEC 206), BREVARD COUNTY, FL 8,092 

GA ALLATOONA CREEK, COBB COUNTY, GA 161,122 

GA ANNEEWAKEE CREEK, GA 105,627 

GA BEAVER RUIN CREEK, GWINETT CO, GA 7,493 

GA BUTLER CREEK, GA 7,616 

GA CHATTACHOOCHIE RIVER DAM REMOVAL, GA 0 

GA CROOKED CREEK, GWINNETT, GA 98,346 

GA FLAT CREEK RESTORATION, GA 22,184 

GA JACKSON CREEK, GWINETT CO., GA 0 

GA LITTLE RIVER WATERSHED, HALL COUNTY, GA 23,571 

GA PROCTOR CREEK, COBB COUNTY, GA 108,146 

GA SETTINGDOWN CREEK WATERSHED, FORSYTH COUNTY, GA 85,438 

HI MOKUHINIA/MOKUULA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, MAUI, HI 79.273 

IA CHARITON RIVER AND RATHBUN LAKE WATERSHED, IA 108,739 

IA CLEAR LAKE, IA 899,383 

IA DUCK CREEK/FAIRMOUNT PARK WETLAND RESTOR SCOTT COUNTY, IA 31,410 

IA IA RVR/CLEAR CREEK, JOHNSON COUNTY, IA 63,201 

IA PAINT CREEK, ALLAMAKEE COUNTY, IA 31 

IA STORM LAKE, IA 7,897 

IA WHITEBREAST WATERSHED. IA (CAP SECTION 206) 1 06,264 

ID PARADISE CREEK, CITY OF MOSCOW, ID 0 

ID SALMON RIVER, CHALLIS, ID 3,822,545 

ID TERMINATED3 2,319 


Construction 
Page 53 of 83 



112 


State CONSTRUCTION 


iD TWIN FALLS, ID 

IL BLACKBERRY CREEK, PRESTBURY, IL 

IL BUTLER LAKE, IL 

IL CHICAGO BOTANICAL GARDENS, IL 

IL EMIQUON FLOODPLAIN RESTORATION 

IL EUGENE FIELD, IL 

IL GRASS LAKE, FOX RIVER, IL 

IL HOFFMAN DAM, IL 

IL HORSESHOE LAKE RESTORATION, IL 

IL ILLINOIS AND MICHIGAN CANAL, IL 

IL KANKAKEE, KANKAKEE COUNTY, IL 

IL LAKE LOU YAEGER RESTORATION, IL 

IL LAKE MAUVAISTERRE, JACKSONVILLE, IL 

IL LOCKPORT PRAIRIE NATURE PRESERVE, WILL COUNTY 

IL MORTON ARBORETUM, IL 

IL NIPPERSINK CREEK 

IL NORTHSIDE PREPA/ON STEUBEN, CHICAGO RIVER, CHICAGO, IL 
IL ORLAND PARK, IL 

IL PAUL DOUGLAS WOODS, SOUTH BARRINGTON, IL 

IL PING TOM PARK, IL 

IL POPLAR CREEK, IL 

IL QUINCY BAY, IL 

IL SEQUOIT CREEK, IL 

IL SQAW CREEK, IL 

IL WINFIELD CREEK, WHEATON, IL 

IN CEDAR LAKE, IN 

IN KOONTZ LAKE, IN 

IN LONG LAKE, IN 

IN WOLF LAKE, IN 

KS ARKANSAS RIVER, ARK CITY, KS 

KS WANAMAKER WETLANDS, KS 

KY LOWER CUMBERLAND RIVER 

LA BAYOU GROSSE TETE WATERSHED, IBERVILLE PARISH, LA 
LA BURAS MARINA, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LA 
LA COMITE RIVER AT HOOPER ROAD, LA 

LA FALSE RIVER, POINTE COUPEE PARISH, LA (CAP SECTION 206) 

LA LAKE FAUSSE POINT ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, ST. MARY PARISH, LA 
LA LAKE KILLARNEY, LA STATE PENITENTIARY, LA (CAP SECTION 206) 

LA LAKE MARTIN ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION ST MARTIN PARISH, LA 
LA LAKE VERRET, ASSUMPTION PARISH, LA 

LA UNIVERSITY LAKES RESTORATION, EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH, LA 
LA VERMILLION RIVER ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION 

LA ZEMURRAY PARK ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, TANGIPAHOA, LA (CAP SECTIO 

MA BIRD ISLAND RESTORATION, MARION, MA 

MA MALDEN RIVER ECOSYSTEM, MA 

MA MANHAN DAM, EASTHAMPTON, MA 

MA MILFORD POND, MILFORD, MA 

MA MILL POND, LITTLETON, MA 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 
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MA NASHAWANNUCK POND, EASTHAMPTON, MA 207,148 

MA NEPONSET RIVER, BOSTON, MA 2,209 

MA REEDY MEADOW MARSH, SAUGUS, MA 226 

MA RUN POND COASTAL EXOSYSTEM RESTORATION, MA 9,941 

MA TREATS POND, COHASSET, MA 779,312 

MD BLACKWATER, MD 24 

MD DEEP RUN/TIBER HUDSON, MD 189,107 

MD DOG ISLAND SHOALS, MD 4,644 

MD FRANKLIN POINT PARK, ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, MD 1 3,029 

MD GREENBURY POINT, MD 113,312 

MD HURST CREEK, MD 0 

MD LOWER GWYNNS FALLS, MD 561 

MD NORTH BEACH MD 0 

MD NORTHWEST BRANCH ANACOSTIA 71,292 

MD PAINT BRANCH FISH PASSAGE, MD 2,227,851 

MD PARSON CREEK, DORCHESTER, MD 1 

MD PLEASURE ISLAND, BALTIMORE COUNTY, MD 45,000 

MD ST MARTIN’S RIVER, OCEAN CITY MD 10 

MD TANYARD BRANCH EASTON, MD 37 

MD TIDAL MIDDLE BRANCH, MD 1 ,986 

MD URIEVILLE LAKE, MD 16,131 

MD WESTERN BRANCH, PATUXENT, MD 237,232 

MD WRIGHT’S CREEK, MD 70,462 

Ml DETROIT RIVER, CITY OF TRENTON, Ml 1 2,093 

Ml HOMER LAKE, ST JOSEPH RIVER 4,021 

Ml HOUGHTON LAKE, ROSCOMMON CO, Ml 2,366 

Ml MARION MILL POND, VILLAGE OF MARION, OSCEOLA COUNTY, Ml 0 

Ml OTSEGO LAKE, Ml 0 

Ml PALMER/LONG LAKES, ST. JOSPEH COUNTY, Ml 0 

MN FREEBORN COUNTY ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, MN 81 

MN GRAND MARAIS RIVER, RLWSD 72,483 

MN HAY CREEK ROSEAU COUNTY MN 1 59 

MN JACKSON FISH PASSAGE, MN (CAP SECTION 206) 0 

MN NORTH OTTOWA MN 39,779 

MN PAINTERS CREEK, MN 239,166 

MN SWAN RIVER, TROUT LAKE, MN 0 

MN WINDOM FISH PASSAGE, MN 0 

MO FOREST PARK, ST LOUIS, MO 10 

MO LEMAY WETLAND RESTORATION, MO 46 

MO WATKINS CREEK, ST. LOUIS, MO 1 1 ,340 

N/A CAP SECTION 206 PRELIMINARY RESTORATION PLANS 37 

N/A CITY OF MANDEVILLE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, ST TAMMANY PARISH, LA (< 47 

N/A MOUNTAIN PARK DAM, GA 207,419 

N/A WOOD CANYON, CA 331 

NA CAP SECTION 206 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 1 1 7,508 

NC BUNCOMBE COUNTY, NC 1 

NC CONCORD STREAMS RESTORTION, CONCORD, NC 36,025 

NC ROANOKE ISLAND FESTIVAL PARK, DARE COUNTY 10,248 
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NC WATAUGA, NC, AQUATIC RESTORATION 50,461 

NC WESTERN CARY STREAMS RESTORATION, CARY, NC 2,801 

NC WILSON BAY RESTORATION, JACKSONVILLE. NC 0 

ND CHRISTINE AND HICKSON DAMS 85,908 

ND DRAYTON DAM 63,635 

ND FARGO SOUTH DAM, ND 7,121 

ND RED RIVER OF THE NORTH FISHWAYS, ND & MN 9,567 

NE HERON HAVEN, NE 46,126 

NH MILL POND RESTORATION, NASHUA, NH 875 

NH OSGOOD POND RESTORATION, MILFORD, NH 0 

NH WISWALL DAM, DURHAM, NH 7,852 

NJ ASSUNPINK CREEK NJ 8 

NJ ESSEX COUNTY, WEEQUAHIC PARK, NJ 3,006 

NJ GROVER’S MILL POND, TWP OF WINDSOR, MERCER COUNTY, NJ 834,546 

NJ MUSCONETCONG RIVER DAM REMOVALS, NJ (SECTION 206) 0 

NJ RANCOCAS CREEK, FISHWAYS, NJ 145,032 

NJ ROGERS POND, FRANKLIN TOWNSHIP, NJ (SEC 206) 36 

NM BLUE HOLE LAKE, NM 49 

NM BOTTOMLESS LAKE STATE PARK, NM 71,467 

NM JAMES WALLACE MEMORIAL DAM NM 94,488 

NV INCLINE & 3RD CREEKS, NV 80,592 

NY 206 CONEWANGO VALLEY 888 

NY ALLEY CREEK, QUEENS, NY 1 ,294 

NY EATONBROOK RESERVOIR NY 7,927 

NY GERRITSEN CREEK, NY 0 

NY JOHNSON POND, LYNDONVILLE, NY 26 

NY KINGS PARK, NY 50,000 

NY KOWAWESE AREA RESTORATION, NEW WINDSOR, NY 1 ,097 

NY MANHASSET BAY, TOWN OF NORTH HEMPSTEAD, NY, ECOSYSTEM RESTOR 432,450 

NY MILL POND, BAY SHORE, NY 4,348 

NY MUD CREEK, GREAT SOUTH BAY, EAST PATHOUHUE, NY 50,547 

NY NEW ROCHELLE, (ECHO BAY), NY 63,851 

NY ORISKANY FLATS, NY 2,039 

NY SHELDRAKE/GOODLIFE POND, NEW ROCHELLE & MAMARONECK, NY 51 

NY SOUNDVIEW PARK, CITY OF BRONX, NY 3,329,269 

NY SOUTH PARK LAKE 20 

NY SPRING CREEK, NY 3,214 

NY SYRACUSE LAKEFRONT, ONONDAGA, NY 1,286 

NY WEST SHORE OF PENATAQUIT CREEK, BAY SHORE, NY 2,120 

OH 5TH AVE DAM REMOVAL, COLUMBUS, OH 0 

OH ARCOLA CREEK MADISON, OH 206 

OH CUYAHOGA RIVER STREAM PROJECT, AKRON, OH 1 

OH FALLS RUN, WHEELING CREEK, BELMONT, OH 0 

OH LITTLE CAYAHOGA RIVER, AKRON, OH 0 

OK AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, NORTH CANADIAN RIVER, OKLAHOMA C 779 

OK CHEROKEE CREEK AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, OK 24,923 

OK CROW CREEK AQUATIC ECOSYS RESTORATION, TULSA, OK 5,617 

OK GRAND (NEOSHO) RIVER ABOVE MIAMI, OK 26,919 
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OK MINERAL BAYOU 6,860 

OR ARROWHEAD CREEK AT WILSONVILLE, OR 52,21 2 

OR BEAVER CREEK, OR 0 

OR CAMP CREEK, ZUMWALT PRAIRIE PRESERVE, OR 0 

OR CAP SEC 206 KELLOGG CREEK, OR 0 

OR EAST BIRCH CREEK RESTORATION, OR 16,137 

OR EUGENE DELTA PONDS, OR 44 

OR JOHNSON CREEK/SPRINGWATER, OR 82 

OR LADD MARSH, OR 7,944 

OR SPRINGFIELD MILLRACE, OR 0 

OR WESTMORELAND PARK, OR 58 

PA BRUBAKER RUN, PA 133 

PA BUHL PARK LAKE, PA 12 

PA BUSHKILL CREEK, PALMER TOWNSHIP, PA 31 

PA CANONSBURG LAKE, PA 24,834 

PA CODORUS CREEK, PA 606 

PA DENTS RUN, PA 281,007 

PA FALL BROOK PA 20,057 

PA KETTLE CREEK PA 18 

PA LITTLE PARKE RUN, DOWNINGTOWN, PA 0 

PA LOYALSOCK CREEK, DUSHORE, PA 60 

PA NANTICOKE CREEK, LUZERNE COUNTY, PA 58 

PA NINE MILE RUN, ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PA 65 

PA NORTH PARK, ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PA 50,263 

PA POWDERLY CREEK PA 1,302 

PA SANDY RUN, PA 83 

PA SHERADEN PARK & CHARTIERS CR, PA 6,428 

PA SHOUPS RUN, PA 35 

PA SIX MILE RUN, PA 9,482 

PA SOUTH HAMPTON CREEK, ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 104 

PA SWEET ARROW LAKE, PA 1,516 

PA UPPER CHARTIERS CREEK RESTORATION, PA 23 

R! BRUSH NECK COVE, WARWICK, Rl 162,022 

Rl NARROWS RIVER, NARRAGANSETT, Rl 145,882 

Rl NINIGRET & CROSS MILLS PONDS, CHARLESTOWN, Rl 2,038 

Rl TEN MILE RIVER, Rl 0 

Rl WINNAPAUG POND, WESTERLY, Rl 49,088 

SC POCOTALIGO RIVER AND SWAMP ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, SC 3 

TN CENTERVILLE, TN 0 

TN JONESBOROUGH, TN (SEC 206) 2,084 

TN MARYVILLE, TN 674,239 

TX CONCHO RIVER, UPPER COLORADO RIVER BASIN, TX 2,029 

TX EL PASO RIO BOSQUE WETLANDS, TX 29 

TX GALVESTON BAY RSM, TX (SEC 204) 7,478 

TX GALVESTON COUNTY MUD 4,502 

TX GIWWW-MAD ISLAND MARSH TX 5,070 

TX MOSES LAKE, TX 0 

TX OLMOS CREEK RESTORATION, SAN ANTONIO, TX 4,61 4 
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TX RiO GRANDE ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, LAREDO, TX 24 

TX SAN MARCOS RIVER, SAN MARCOS. TX 1 ,402 

TX SPRING LAKE, SAN MARCOS, TX 1,171,942 

TX UTMS1 WETLAND RESTORATION, PORT ARANSAS, TX 55,928 

TX WALNUT BRANCH, SEGUIN, TX 35,035 

TX WWTP, MERIDIAN, TX 10,203 

TX WWTP, STEPHENV1LLE, TX 498,772 

UT CITY CREEK, UT 34,361 

UT UPPER JORDAN RIVER, UT 196 

UT WEST JORDAN RIVER. UT 8 

VA BELLE ISLE STATE PARK, LANCASTER COUNTY, VA 0 

VA CH1PPOKES STATE PARK, SURRY COUNTY, VA 1 1 5,000 

VA ELIZABETH RIVER, GRANDY VILLAGE, NORFOLK, VA 23,000 

VA ELIZABETH RIVER, ODU DRAINAGE CANAL, NORFOLK, VA 1,175 

VA ELIZABETH RIVER, SCUFFLETOWN CREEK, CHESAPEAKE, VA 4,543 

VA ELIZABETH RIVER, WOODSTOCK PARK, VIRGINIA BEACH, VA 8,026 

VA LAKE ANNA, LOUISA, ORANGE AND SPOTSYLVANIA COUNTIES, VA 48,986 

VA POWELL RIVER, ELY/PUCKETTS CREEK, VA 6,61 1 

VA SAXiS ISLAND, ACCOMACK COUNTY, VA 4,000 

VA TANGIER ISLAND, ACCOMACK COUNTY, VA 135,629 

VA YORK RIVER STATE PARK, JAMES CITY COUNTY, VA 177,41 7 

VT LAKE CHAMPLAIN SEA LAMPREY BARRIERS 0 

VT POTASH BROOK, NY 259,484 

VT WEST BEACH, STOWE, VT 264,857 

VT WILD BRANCH RIVER, WOLCOTT, VT 261 ,432 

WA CARPENTER CREEK, WASHINGTON 30,099 

WA GOLDSBOROUGH DAM REMOVAL, WA 233 

WA ISSAQUAH CREEK, WA 195,572 

WA NORTH STATUS DRAIN, WA 51 ,430 

WA PORT OF SUNNYSIDE, WA 17,155 

WA SEC 206 LITTLE BAKER 139 

WA SEC 206 NOOKSACK MF DIV DM, WA 1 ,064 

WA SQUAK VALLEY PARK REST WA 1 73 

Wl KINNICKINNIC RIVER. Wl 0 

Wl LAKE BELLE VIEW AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, Wl 10,1 17 

Wl LAKE KOSHKONONG, Wl 3,239 

Wl LOWER MENOMONEE RIVER VALLEY, MILWAUKEE, Wl 0 

Wl OAK CREEK, Wl 8,947 

Wl PIKE RIVER, MT PLEASANT, Wl 3,575 

Wl UNDERWOOD CREEK, WAUWATOSA, Wl 1 ,651 

WV LICK RUN, KtNGWOOD, WV 44 

TOTAL AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION (SECTION 206) 28,51 6,658 

BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL (SECTION 204) 

AL DAUPHIN ISLAND PARKWAY, AL 336,143 

AL ISLE AUX HERBES 466,416 

AR LITTLE ROCK SLACKWATER HARBOR, AR (SECTION 204) 150,719 

FL OKALOOSA COUNTY ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL 150,000 
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GA BRUNSWICK HARBOR RSM, GA 150,000 

IA BLACKHAWK BOTTOMS, DES MOINES COUNTY, IA 0 

ID SNAKE RIVER RSM PLANNING, ID 56,910 

KS JOHN REDMOND (SECTION 204), OK 72,807 

KS KANSAS RIVER BASIN LAKES - RSM PLAN 4,195 

LA ATACHAFALAYA RIVER, SHELL ISLAND PASS, ST MARY PARISH, LA 0 

LA BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, MILE 6.0-0.0, PLAQUEMINES PARISH, LA 15,000 

LA CALCASIEU RIVER, MILE 5.0 - 1 4.0, CAMERON PARISH, LA 0 

LA CAP - SEC 204 77 

LA HNC MILE 12-31.4 RESTORATION, TERREBONNE PARISH, LA 55 

LA HOUMA NAVIGATION CANAL BARRIER ISLAND RESTORATION, LA (CAP SECTIO 50,000 

MA CAPE COD CANAL, SANDWICH, MA 37,818 

MA CHATHAM STAGE HARBOR, CHATHAM, MA 0 

MA NEWBURYPORT HARBOR (SEC204), MA 91 ,068 

MN 21 ST AVE WEST CHANNEL, DULUTH MINN 205,631 

MS DEER ISLAND MARSH CREATION, HARRISON COUNTY, MS 2,21 3 

N/A GULF COAST REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT PLANNING 1 ,070 

N/A MISSOURI RIVER RSM PLAN 23,104 

N/A NUECES DELTA AND BAY, TX 95,937 

N/A SC COAST REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT 0 

NA CAP SECTION 204 COORDINATION ACCOUNT 104,836 

NC MANTEO OLD HOUSE CHANNEL, NC 0 

NC STATE BEACH & INLET MGMT PLAN, RSM, NC 3,101 

NC WANCHESE MARSH CREATION AND PROTECTION, NC 400 

NJ HAZELTON, PA (ACID MINE RECLAMATION) 0 

NJ NJIWW DREDGED HOLE 35 RESTORATION, NJ (SECTION 204) 0 

NJ SEDGE ISLANDS PROTECTION, NJ 16,434 

NY BUFFALO RIVER, NY 0 

NY JAMAICA BAY, MARSH ISLANDS, NY 678,168 

OH ASHTABULA RSM, OH 0 

OH MAUMEE BAY HABITAT RESTORATION, OH 0 

OH OTTAWA RIVER, OH 184,084 

OH WYNN ROAD, OREGON, OH 0 

OK MCCLELLAND-KERR (SECTION 204), OK 75,518 

OR COLUMBIA RIVER RSM, OR & WA 3,924 

PA PRESQUE ISLE RSM, PA 0 

Wl RESTORATION OF CAT ISLANDS CHAIN, Wl 224,376 

TOTAL BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL (SECTION 204) 3,200,003 

CA SHORELINE EROS. CONT DEV - 227 619 

CA SHORELINE EROSION CTRL DEV L3 3,289 

FL INACT-MIAMI SECTION 227 47 

MD SEC. 227 SHORE EROSION CHES 814 

MLT SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL DEVELOPMENT AND DEMOSTRATION 2,120,747 

TOTAL SHORELINE EROSION CONTROL 2,1 25,51 6 

CA COLORADO LAGOON, CA 0 

DE SEAL ISLAND, DE 0 
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FL 

ALLIGATOR CREEK ADDITION RESTORATION PROJECT, FL 

22,864 

FL 

BANANA RIVER, CAPE CANAVERAL, FL 

37,254 

FL 

PELICAN ISLAND, FL 

21,110 

!L 

FT SHERIDAN FOREST PRESERVE COASTAL HABITAT RESTORATION, IL 

8,072 

MA 

STEWARTS CREEK, HYANNIS, MA 

12,191 

NY 

OLD PLACE CREEK, NY SEC 106 

0 

TX 

HALF MOON REEF RESTORATION, TX 

2,444 

VA 

SUBMERGED AQUATIC VEGETATION, SEASIDE OF EASTERN SHORE, VA 

875 


TOTAL ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION 

104,809 

MLT 

AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL PROGRAM 

632,078 

NY 

LAKE CHAUTAUQUA, NY 

67,978 


TOTAL AQUATIC PLANT CONTROL 

700,057 

N/A 

FECA INVESTIGATIONS UNIT 

712,341 


TOTAL EMPLOYEES COMPENSATION FUND 

712,341 


TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

824,689,563 
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State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

AK 

(O&M) COOK INLET SHOALS 

9,291 

AK 

ANCHORAGE HARBOR. AK 

0 

AK 

CHENA RIVER LAKES, AK 

2,225,991 

AK 

CORDOVA HARBOR, AK 

0 

AK 

DILLINGHAM HARBOR. AK 

0 

AK 

HAINES HARBOR, AK 

0 

AK 

HOMER HARBOR, AK 

198,118 

AK 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AK 

542,939 

AK 

KETCHIKAN HARBOR. BAR POINT, AK 

37,659 

AK 

KODIAK - ST HERMAN’S HARBOR, AK 

0 

AK 

LOWELL CREEK TUNNELL (SEWARD) AK 

225,308 

AK 

NIN1LCHIK HARBOR, AK 

152,692 

AK 

NOME HARBOR, AK 

0 

AK 

PETERSBURG HARBOR, AK 

428,680 

AK 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AK 

0 

AK 

SITKA HARBOR, AK 

0 

AK 

ST PAUL HARBOR, AK 

0 

AK 

WRANGELL NARROWS, AK 

0 

AL 

ALABAMA RIVER LAKES, AL 

8,861 

AL 

BAYOU CODEN, AL 

171 

AL 

BAYOU LA BATRE, AL 

1 

AL 

BLACK WARRIOR AND TOMBIGBEE RIVERS, AL 

95 

AL 

BON SECOUR RIVER, AL 

1 

AL 

DAUPHIN ISLAND BAY, AL 

1 

AL 

DOG AND FOWL RIVERS, AL 

1 

AL 

ELFIN COVE, AL 

0 

AL 

FLY CREEK, AL 

5 

AL 

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, AL 

873 

AL 

MOBILE HARBOR, AL 

0 

AL 

PERDIDO PASS CHANNEL, AL 

1 

AL 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AL 

26,293 

AL 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AL 

379 

AL 

WATER/ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION, AL 

2,217 

AR 

BEAVER LAKE, AR 

2,032,225 

AR 

BLAKELY MT DAM, LAKE OUACHITA, AR 

1 

AR 

BLUE MOUNTAIN LAKE, AR 

278,927 

AR 

BULL SHOALS LAKE, AR 

3,392,755 

AR 

DARDANELLE LOCK & DAM, AR 

2,259,886 

AR 

DEGRAY LAKE, AR 

0 

AR 

DEQUEEN LAKE, AR 

41,908 

AR 

DIERKS LAKE, AR 

0 

AR 

GILLHAM LAKE, AR 

28,096 

AR 

GREERS FERRY LAKE, AR 

0 

AR 

HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR 

0 

AR 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AR 

13,497 

AR 

MCCLELLAN-KERR AR RIVER NAV SYSTEM, 12-FT NAVIGATION CHANNEL 

22,621 

AR 

MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, AR 

4,274,681 

AR 

MILLWOOD LAKE, AR 

24,261 

AR 

NARROWS DAM, LAKE GREESON, AR 

0 

AR 

NIMROD LAKE, AR 

328,394 

AR 

NORFORK LAKE, AR 

0 

AR 

OFU HARBOR, AMERICAN SAMOA 

0 

AR 

OSCEOLA HARBOR, AR 

0 

AR 

OZARK - JETA TAYLOR LOCK AND DAM, AR 

0 

AR 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, AR 

19,022 
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AR 

WHITE RIVER, AR 

19 

AR 

YELLOW BEND PORT, AR 

0 

AS 

ALAMO LAKE, AZ 

53,425 

AS 

TAU HARBOR, AMERICAN SAMOA 

50,154 

AZ 

BLACK BUTTE LAKE, CA 

6,668 

A Z 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, AZ 

184,282 

AZ 

PAINTED ROCK DAM, AZ 

21,299 

AZ 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, AZ 

0 

AZ 

WHITLOW RANCH DAM, AZ 

783 

CA 

BEAR CREEK LAKE, CO 

0 

CA 

BUCHANAN DAM, HV EASTMAN LAKE, CA 

0 

CA 

CHANNEL ISLANDS HARBOR, CA 

0 

CA 

COYOTE VALLEY DAM, LAKE MENDOCINO. CA 

1,014 

CA 

CRESCENT CITY HARBOR, CA 

0 

CA 

DANA POINT HARBOR, CA 

1,855,806 

CA 

DRY CREEK {WARM SPRINGS) LAKE & CHANNEL, CA 

0 

CA 

FARMINGTON DAM, CA 

55,950 

CA 

HANSEN DAM RECREATION DEVELOPMENT 

0 

CA 

HIDDEN DAM, HENSLEY LAKE, CA 

58,383 

CA 

HUMBOLDT HARBOR AND BAY, CA 

0 

CA 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CA 

0 

CA 

ISABELLA LAKE, CA 

0 

CA 

JACK. D. MALTESTER CHANNEL (SAN LEANDRO MARINA), CA 

0 

CA 

LARKSPUR FERRY CHANNEL, CA 

305,395 

CA 

LOS ANGELES - LONG BEACH HARBOR MODEL, CA 

12,851 

CA 

LOS ANGELES - LONG BEACH HARBORS, CA 

673 

CA 

MARINA DEL REY, CA 

193 

CA 

MARTIS CREEK LAKE, NV & CA 

820,794 

CA 

MERCED COUNTY STREAMS, CA 

0 

CA 

MOJAVE RIVER DAM, CA 

786 

CA 

MORRO BAY HARBOR, CA 

52,543 

CA 

MOSS LANDING HARBOR, CA 

0 

CA 

NAPA RIVER, CA 

785,902 

CA 

NEW HOGAN LAKE, CA 

607,604 

CA 

NEW MELONES LAKE, DOWNSTREAM CHANNEL, CA 

0 

CA 

NEWPORT BAY HARBOR, CA 

19,173 

CA 

NOYO RIVER AND HARBOR. CA 

1,272,061 

CA 

O&M LOPEZ MASTER PLAN 

733,150 

CA 

OAKLAND HARBOR, CA 

3,688 

CA 

OCEANSIDE HARBOR, CA 

0 

CA 

PETALUMA RIVER, CA 

1,249,799 

CA 

PILLAR POINT HARBOR, CA 

892,941 

CA 

PINE FLAT LAKE, CA 

0 

CA 

PINOLE SHOAL MANAGEMENT STUDY, CA 

0 

CA 

PORT HUENEME, CA 

20,542 

CA 

PORT SAN LUIS, CA 

2,854 

CA 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CA 

54,834 

CA 

REDWOOD CITY HARBOR, CA 

304,420 

CA 

REGIONAL SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT 

6,172,173 

CA 

RICHMOND HARBOR, CA 

1,444 

CA 

SACRAMENTO RIVER (30 FOOT PROJECT), CA 

599,804 

CA 

SACRAMENTO RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES (DEBRIS CONTROL), CA 

0 

CA 

SACRAMENTO RIVER SHALLOW DRAFT CHANNEL, CA 

0 

CA 

SAN DIEGO HARBOR, CA 

0 

CA 

SAN DIEGO RIVER AND MISSION BAY, CA 

1,500,235 
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CA 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY LONG TERM MANAGEMENT STRATEGY, CA 

38 

CA 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY, DELTA MODEL STRUCTURE, CA 

29,486 

CA 

SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR AND BAY, CA (DRIFT REMOVAL) 

15 

CA 

SAN FRANCISCO HARBOR, CA 

1,138,605 

CA 

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER, PORT OF STOCKTON, CA 

766,353 

CA 

SAN PABLO BAY AND MARE ISLAND STRAIT, CA 

0 

CA 

SAN RAFAEL CREEK, CA 

533,229 

CA 

SANTA ANA RIVER BASIN, CA 

16 

CA 

SANTA BARBARA HARBOR, CA 

571,941 

CA 

SANTA CRUZ HARBOR, CA 

0 

CA 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CA 

1,462 

CA 

SEPULVEDA DAM REC DEVLPMNT, CA 

0 

CA 

SUCCESS LAKE, CA 

41 

CA 

SUISUN BAY CHANNEL, CA 

0 

CA 

TERMINUS DAM, LAKE KAWEAH, CA 

1,732,907 

CA 

VENTURA HARBOR, CA 

0 

CA 

YUBA RIVER, CA 

50,916 

CNMI 

ROTA HARBOR, CNMI 

0 

CO 

BLACK ROCK LAKE, CT 

16,096 

CO 

C HATFIELD LAKE, CO 

0 

CO 

CHERRY CREEK LAKE, CO 

9,345 

CO 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, CO 

1 

CO 

JOHN MARTIN RESERVOIR, CO 

439,254 

CO 

L4 OM JOHN MARTIN RES CO FY06 

0 

CO 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, CO 

0 

CO 

TRINIDAD LAKE, CO 

0 

CT 

BRIDGEPORT HARBOR, CT 

156,836 

CT 

CLINTON HARBOR, CT 

576,936 

CT 

COLEBROOK RIVER LAKE, CT 

82,866 

CT 

CONNECTICUT RIVER BELOW HARTFORD, CT 

31,000 

CT 

GREENWICH HARBOR, CT 

4,429 

CT 

HANCOCK BROOK LAKE, CT 

115,137 

CT 

HOP BROOK LAKE, CT 

17,479 

CT 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS. CT 

20,704 

CT 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS. DC 

22,174 

CT 

LITTLE NARRAGANSETT BAY. CT & Rl 

19,880 

CT 

LONG ISLAND SOUND DMMP, CT 

148,070 

CT 

LONG ISLAND SOUND, CT & NY 

5,559,982 

CT 

MANSFIELD HOLLOW LAKE. CT 

333 

CT 

MYSTIC RIVER. CT 

10,215 

CT 

NEW HAVEN HARBOR, CT 

188,689 

CT 

NORTH COVE, CT 

674 

CT 

NORTHFIELD BROOK LAKE. CT 

836,613 

CT 

NORWALK HARBOR, CT 

13,094 

CT 

PATCHOGUE RIVER, CT 

3,363,776 

CT 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, CT 

737,260 

CT 

STAMFORD HURRICANE BARRIER, CT 

0 

CT 

THOMASTON DAM, CT 

7,292 

CT 

TREATMENT OF DREDGED MATERIAL, LONG ISLAND SOUND, CT 

28,439 

CT 

WEST THOMPSON LAKE, CT 

494,724 

DC 

CHRISTINA RIVER, DE 

2,054 

DC 

POTOMAC AND ANACOSTIA RIVERS. DC (DRIFT REMOVAL) 

9,490 

DC 

POTOMAC RIVER BELOW WASHINGTON, DC 

0 

DC 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DC 

0 

DC 

WASHINGTON HARBOR. DC 

9.322 
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DE 

AIWW, NORFOLK, VA TO ST JOHNS RIVER, FL, GA, SC, NC & VA 

0 

DE 

DELAWARE BAY COASTLINE, ROOSEVELT INLET TO LEWES BEACH. DE 

0 

DE 

DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA TO THE SEA, NJ, PA & DE 

0 

DE 

HARBOR OF REFUGE 

0 

DE 

INDIAN RIVER INLET & BAY, DE 

0 

DE 

INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, DELAWARE R TO CHESAPEAKE BAY, DE & MD 

1 

DE 

MISPILLION RIVER, DE 

330,547 

DE 

MURDERKILL RIVER, DE 

0 

DE 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, DE 

0 

DE 

WILMINGTON HARBOR, DE 

7,156 

FL 

ALABAMA - COOSA COMPREHENSIVE WATER STUDY. AL 

32,214 

FL 

APALACHICOLA BAY, FL 

21,137 

FL 

BLACKWATER RIVER, FL 

0 

FL 

CANAVERAL HARBOR, FL 

5 

FL 

CARRABELLE HARBOR, FL 

0 

FL 

CENTRAL & SOUTHERN FLORIDA, FL 

163 

FL 

CHANNEL FROM NAPLES TO BIG MARCO PASS, FL 

0 

FL 

CLOSE-0&M:NATIONWIDE CWACT 

760,967 

FL 

EAST PASS CHANNEL, FL 

46 

FL 

ESCAMBIA AND CONECUH RIVERS, FL 

1,689 

FL 

EVERGLADES & SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION, FL 

530 

FL 

FERNANDINA HARBOR, FL 

246,501 

FL 

FORT MYERS BEACH, FL 

286,681 

FL 

HORSESHOE COVE, FL 

15,593 

FL 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, FL 

282,494 

FL 

INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, CALOOSAHATCHEE R TO ANCLOTE R, FL 

68 

FL 

INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, JACKSONVILLE TO MIAMI, FL 

2,314,532 

FL 

JACKSONVILLE HARBOR, FL 

269,265 

FL 

JIM WOODRUFF LOCK AND DAM, LAKE SEMINOLE. FL, AL & GA 

0 

FL 

LA GRANGE BAYOU, FL 

721 

FL 

MANATEE HARBOR, FL 

5 

FL 

MIAMI HARBOR, FL 

368,867 

FL 

MIAMI RIVER. FL 

1,071 

FL 

MODIFIED WATER DELIVERIES TO ENP 

337,983 

FL 

OKEECHOBEE WATERWAY, FL 

0 

FL 

PALM BEACH HARBOR. FL 

0 

FL 

PANAMA CITY HARBOR, FL 

360,902 

FL 

PENSACOLA HARBOR, FL 

3 

FL 

PONCE DE LEON INLET, FL 

19 

FL 

PORT EVERGLADES HARBOR. FL 

414,300 

FL 

PORT ST JOE HARBOR, FL 

0 

FL 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, FL 

1 

FL 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, FL 

0 

FL 

ST LUCIE INLET, FL 

51 

FL 

ST MARKS RIVER, FL 

34,145 

FL 

ST PETERSBURG HARBOR, FL 

5 

FL 

SUWANNEE RIVER, FL 

2,611 

FL 

TAMPA HARBOR, FL 

5,266 

FL 

WATER/ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION, FL 

4,053,635 

GA 

ALLATOONA LAKE, GA 

4,916 

GA 

APALACHICOLA, CHATTAHOOCHEE AND FLINT RIVERS, GA, AL & FL 

584 

GA 

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, GA 

16,935 

GA 

BARBERS POINT HARBOR, HI 

2,224 

GA 

BRUNSWICK HARBOR, GA 

136,416 

GA 

BUFORD DAM AND LAKE SIDNEY LANIER, GA 

0 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

GA 

CARTERS DAM AND LAKE, GA 

226 

GA 

HARTWELL LAKE, GA & SC 

0 

GA 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, GA 

0 

GA 

J STROM THURMOND LAKE, GA & SC 

42,194 

GA 

OM OPS MISC REIMBURSABLES 

400,696 

GA 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, GA 

0 

GA 

RICHARD B RUSSELL DAM AND LAKE, GA & SC 

36,193 

GA 

SAVANNAH HARBOR, GA 

911,893 

GA 

SAVANNAH RIVER BELOW AUGUSTA, GA 

4,045,468 

GA 

WALTER F GEORGE LOCK AND DAM, AL & GA 

15,758 

GA 

WEST POINT DAM AND LAKE, GA & AL 

6,389 

Ht 

B5 SAYLORVILLE ANTITERRORISM 

205,481 

HI 

FY08 POH-EM NEPP/CDRP 

23,747 

HI 

HALEIWA SMALL BOAT HBR, OHAU, HI 

434 

HI 

HONOLULU HARBOR, HI 

283,055 

HI 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, HI 

16 

HI 

KAHULUi HARBOR, HI 

868,934 

HI 

PORT ALLEN HARBOR, KAUAI, HI 

4 

HI 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, HI 

150,976 

HI 

WAIANAE SMALL BOAT HARBOR, HI 

79,138 

IA 

CORALVILLE LAKE, IA 

0 

IA 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IA 

0 

IA 

MISSOURI RIVER - SIOUX CITY TO THE MOUTH, IA, KS, MO & NE 

16,643 

IA 

RATHBUN LAKE, IA 

0 

IA 

RED ROCK DAM AND LAKE RED ROCK, IA 

540,610 

IA 

SAYLORVILLE LAKE, IA 

0 

ID 

06GS-75192 EM NOTIF PAGING SYS 

546,412 

ID 

ALBENI FALLS DAM, ID 

148,097 

ID 

ANDALUSIA HARBOR, IL CA046 

44,151 

ID 

DWORSHAK DAM AND RESERVOIR, ID 

629,335 

ID 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS. ID 

0 

ID 

LUCKY PEAK LAKE, ID 

0 

ID 

RURAL IDAHO, ID 

0 

ID 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, ID 

0 

IL 

ANTI-TERROR/FORCE PROTECT B5 

0 

IL 

BROOKVILLE LAKE, IN 

787,518 

IL 

CALUMET HARBOR AND RIVER, IL & IN 

3,024 

IL 

CARLYLE LAKE, IL 

0 

IL 

CHICAGO HARBOR, IL 

3,856 

IL 

CHICAGO SANITARY AND SHIP CANAL DISPERSAL BARRIER, IL 

0 

IL 

FARM CREEK RESERVOIRS, IL 

192,000 

IL 

ILLINOIS WATERWAY (MVR PORTION), IL & IN 

0 

IL 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IL 

0 

IL 

KASKASKIA RIVER NAVIGATION, IL 

66,935 

IL 

LAKE MICHIGAN DIVERSION, IL 

5,935 

IL 

LAKE SHELBYVILLE, IL 

0 

IL 

MILL CREEK AND SOUTH SLOUGH MILAN, IL 

1 

IL 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVR PORTION), 11 

370,852 

IL 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IL 

814,261 

IL 

REND LAKE, IL 

20 

IL 

ROCK ISLAND SMALL BOAT HARBOR, IL 

0 

IL 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IL 

506,410 

IL 

WAUKEGAN HARBOR, IL 

16 

IN 

BURNS WATERWAY HARBOR, IN 

0 

IN 

BURNS WATERWAY SMALL BOAT HARBOR, IN 

1 


Operation and Maintenance 
Page 65 of 83 



124 


Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

IN 

CAGLES MILL LAKE, IN 

i 

IN 

CECIL M HARDEN LAKE, IN 

1 

IN 

CLINTON LAKE, KS 

0 

IN 

INDIANA HARBOR, IN 

5,412 

IN 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, IN 

1 

IN 

J EDWARD ROUSH LAKE, IN 

10,886 

IN 

JOHN T MYERS LOCKS AND DAM, IN & KY 

1 

IN 

MICHIGAN CITY HARBOR, IN 

673 

IN 

MiSSISSINEWA LAKE, IN 

501,639 

IN 

MONROE LAKE, IN 

0 

IN 

PATOKA LAKE, IN 

0 

IN 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, IN 

0 

IN 

ROUSH-MAJOR REHAB RPT 

2 

IN 

SALAMONIE LAKE, IN 

0 

IN 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, IN 

7,646 

KS 

BARKLEY DAM AND LAKE BARKLEY, KY & TN 

0 

KS 

COUNCIL GROVE LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

EL DORADO LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

ELK CITY LAKE, KS 

21,679 

KS 

FALL RIVER LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

HILLSDALE LAKE, KS 

148,544 

KS 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KS 

0 

KS 

JOHN REDMOND DAM AND RESERVOIR, KS 

0 

KS 

KANOPOLIS LAKE, KS 

1,330,577 

KS 

MARION LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

MELVERN LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

MILFORD LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

PEARSON - SKUBITZ BIG HILL LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

PERRY LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

POMONA LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, KS 

0 

KS 

TORONTO LAKE, KS 

0 

KS 

TUTTLE CREEK LAKE, KS 

118,959 

KS 

WILSON LAKE, KS 

0 

KY 

ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA 

0 

KY 

BARREN RIVER LAKE, KY 

1 

KY 

BIG SANDY HARBOR, KY 

7,281 

KY 

BUCKHORN LAKE, KY 

0 

KY 

CARR CREEK LAKE, KY 

0 

KY 

CAVE RUN LAKE, KY 

0 

KY 

DEWEY LAKE, KY 

0 

KY 

ELVIS STAHR (HICKMAN) HARBOR, KY 

0 

KY 

EMERGENCY OPERATIONS (530) 

3 

KY 

FISHTRAP LAKE, KY 

239 

KY 

GRAYSON LAKE, KY 

1 

KY 

GREEN AND BARREN RIVERS, KY 

0 

KY 

GREEN RIVER LAKE, KY 

29,254 

KY 

GREENUP LOCKS AND DAM, OHIO RIVER, KY & OH 

5,531 

KY 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, KY 

15,250 

KY 

KENTUCKY RIVER, KY 

21,192 

KY 

LAUREL RIVER LAKE, KY 

0 

KY 

MARKLAND LOCKS AND DAM, KY & IN (REHAB) 

0 

KY 

MARTINS FORK LAKE, KY 

0 

KY 

MIDDLESBORO CUMBERLAND RIVER BASIN, KY 

0 

KY 

NOLIN LAKE, KY 

0 
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Expected carryover Into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

KY 

OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, KY, IL, IN & OH 

7,776 

KY 

OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, KY, IL, IN, OH, PA & WV 

1 

KY 

PAINTSVILLE LAKE, KY 

1 

KY 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, KY 

0 

KY 

ROUGH RIVER LAKE, KY 

31 

KY 

TAYLORSVILLE LAKE, KY 

5,974 

KY 

WOLF CREEK DAM, LAKE CUMBERLAND, KY 

0 

KY 

YATESVILLE LAKE, KY 

0 

LA 

ATCHAFALAYA RIVER AND BAYOUS CHENE, BOEUF & BLACK, LA 

0 

LA 

AUNT LYDIA’S COVE, MA 

238,610 

LA 

BARATARIA BAY WATERWAY, LA 

0 

LA 

BAYOU BODCAU RESERVOIR, LA 

156,994 

LA 

BAYOU LACOMBE, LA 

0 

LA 

BAYOU LAFOURCHE AND LAFOURCHE JUMP WATERWAY, LA 

0 

LA 

BAYOU PIERRE, LA 

88,203 

LA 

BAYOU SEGNETTE WATERWAY, LA 

23,760 

LA 

BAYOU TECHE AND VERMILION RIVER, LA 

107,753 

LA 

BAYOU TECHE, LA 

0 

LA 

BRIDGE INSPECTION TRAINING CO 

1,378,861 

LA 

CADDO LAKE, LA 

0 

LA 

CALCASIEU RIVER AND PASS, LA 

0 

LA 

CHEFUNCTE RIVER & BOGUE FALIA, LA 

1,260 

LA 

FRESHWATER BAYOU, LA 

287,701 

LA 

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, LA 

50 

LA 

HOUMA NAVIGATION CANAL, LA 

0 

LA 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, LA 

214,020 

LA 

J BENNETT JOHNSTON WATERWAY, LA 

0 

LA 

LAKE PROVIDENCE HARBOR, LA 

0 

LA 

MADISON PARISH PORT, LA 

0 

LA 

MERMENTAU RIVER, LA 

10 

LA 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER OUTLETS AT VENICE, LA 

0 

LA 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER, BATON ROUGE TO THE GULF OF MEXICO, LA 

141,157 

LA 

MISSISSIPPI RIVER, GULF OUTLET, LA 

0 

LA 

OLD RIVER, LA 

13,330 

LA 

OUACHITA AND BLACK RIVERS, AR & LA 

0 

LA 

PEARL RIVER, MS & LA 

0 

LA 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, LA 

0 

LA 

REMOVAL OF AQUATIC GROWTH 

0 

LA 

TANGIPAHOA RIVER, LA 

982,196 

LA 

WALLACE LAKE, LA 

704,832 

LA 

WATERWAY FROM EMPIRE TO THE GULF, LA 

0 

LA 

WATERWAY FROM INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY TO B DULAC, LA 

0 

MA 

BALTIMORE HARBOR AND CHANNELS (50 FOOT), MD 

161,666 

MA 

BARRE FALLS DAM, MA 

202,663 

MA 

BIRCH HILL DAM, MA 

33,334 

MA 

BOSTON HARBOR, MA 

37,570 

MA 

BUFFUMVILLE LAKE, MA 

10,027,424 

MA 

CAPE COD CANAL, MA 

30,422 

MA 

CHARLES RIVER NATURAL VALLEY STORAGE AREA, MA 

50,794 

MA 

CHATHAM (STAGE) HARBOR, MA 

0 

MA 

CONANT BROOK LAKE, MA 

33,402 

MA 

EAST BRIMFIELD LAKE, MA 

0 

MA 

GREEN HARBOR, MA 

0 

MA 

HODGES VILLAGE DAM, MA 

534,986 

MA 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MA 

0 


Operation and Maintenance 
Page 67 of 83 



126 


Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

MA 

KNIGHTVILLE DAM, MA 

0 

MA 

LITTLEVILLE LAKE, MA 

89,133 

MA 

MERRIMACK RIVER, MA 

0 

MA 

NEW BEDFORD AND FAIRHAVEN HARBOR, MA 

61,518 

MA 

NEW BEDFORD FAIRHAVEN AND ACUSHNET HURRICANE BARRIER, MA 

850,428 

MA 

NEWBURVPORT HARBOR, MA 

226,127 

MA 

PLYMOUTH HARBOR, MA 

483,879 

MA 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MA 

1 14,288 

MA 

SALEM HARBOR, MA 

0 

MA 

SESUIT HARBOR, MA 

2,354 

MA 

TULLY LAKE, MA 

2,940 

MA 

WEST HILL DAM, MA 

5,486 

MA 

WESTVILLE LAKE, MA 

6,321 

MA 

WEYMOUTH-FORE RIVER, MA 

31,386 

MD 

BALTIMORE HARBOR, MD (DRIFT REMOVAL) 

0 

MD 

BASS HARBOR, ME 

496,757 

MD 

CUMBERLAND, MD AND RIDGELEY, WV 

11,934 

MD 

DREDGING, ELK RIVER E5 

0 

MD 

FISHING CREEK, MD 

196 

MD 

GOOSE CREEK, MD 

2,018 

MD 

HERRING BAY AND ROCKHOLD CREEK, MD 

1,512 

MD 

HONGA RIVER AND TAR BAY, MD 

7,122 

MD 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MD 

0 

MD 

JENNINGS RANDOLPH LAKE, MD & WV 

4,557 

MD 

KNAPPS NARROWS, MD 

110,453 

MD 

OCEAN CITY HARBOR AND INLET AND SINEPUXENT BAY, MD 

24 

MD 

PARISH CREEK, MD 

0 

MD 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MD 

9,674 

MD 

RHODES POINT TO TYLERTON, MD 

24,776 

MD 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MD 

0 

MD 

TILGHMAN ISLAND HARBOR, MD 

14,399 

MD 

TWITCH COVE AND BIG THOROFARE RIVER, MD 

0 

MD 

UPPER THOROFARE, MD 

0 

MD 

WICOMICO RIVER, MD 

0 

ME 

ARCADIA HARBOR, Ml 

295 

ME 

BUCKS HARBOR, MACHIASPORT, ME 

144,400 

ME 

CARVERS HARBOR, ME 

742,500 

ME 

DISPOSAL AREA MONITORING, ME 

1,473 

ME 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ME 

2,768 

ME 

KENNEBEC RIVER, ME 

10,792 

ME 

NARRAGUAGUS RIVER, MILBRIDGE, ME 

560,061 

ME 

PORTLAND HARBOR, ME 

17,910 

ME 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, ME 

221,427 

ME 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, ME 

0 

ME 

WELLS HARBOR, ME 

1,362 

Ml 

AU SABLE HARBOR, Ml 

0 

Ml 

BAY PORT HARBOR, Ml 

0 

Ml 

BLACK RIVER HARBOR, GOGEBIC CO - UP, Ml 

0 

Ml 

CASEVILLE HARBOR, Ml 

13,287 

Ml 

CHANNELS IN LAKE ST CLAIR, Ml 

0 

Ml 

CHARLEVOIX HARBOR. Ml 

0 

Ml 

CLINTON RIVER, Ml 

0 

Ml 

DETROIT RIVER, Ml 

0 

Ml 

FACILITY PROTECTION 

0 

Ml 

FRANKFORT HARBOR, Ml 

106,633 
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Expected carryover into 

State OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE Fiscal Year 201 1 

Mi GRAND HAVEN HARBOR, Mi 0 

Mi GRAND MARAIS HARBOR, Ml 2,012,266 

Ml GRAND TRAVERSE BAY HARBOR, Ml 1,050 

Mi GRAYS REEF PASSAGE, Ml 546 

Ml HOLLAND HARBOR, Ml 0 

Mi INLAND ROUTE, Ml 3,258 

Mi INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, Mi 65 

Mi KEWEENAW WATERWAY, Ml 0 

Ml LAC LA BELLE, Ml 6,252 

Ml LELAND HARBOR, Ml 0 

Mi LES CHENEAUX ISLAND, Ml 0 

Ml LEXINGTON HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml LITTLE LAKE HARBOR, Ml 0 

Mi LUDINGTON HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml MANISTEE HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml MANISTIQUE HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml MARQUETTE HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml MONROE HARBOR, Ml 469 

Ml MUSKEGON HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml NEW BUFFALO HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml ONTONAGON HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml PENTWATER HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml PETOSKEY HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml POINT LOOKOUT HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml PORT AUSTIN HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml PORT SANILAC HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml PORTAGE LAKE HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, Ml 0 

Ml ROUGE RIVER, Ml 0 

Ml SAGINAW RIVER, Ml 0 

Ml SAUGATUCK HARBOR, KALAMAZOO RIVER, Ml 0 

Ml SEBEWAING RIVER, Ml 0 

Ml SOUTH HAVEN HARBOR, Ml 0 

Ml ST CLAIR RIVER, Ml 0 

Ml ST JOSEPH HARBOR, Ml 503 

Ml ST MARYS RIVER, Ml 0 

Ml SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, Ml 0 

Ml UPPER PENINSULA OF MICHIGAN 1 8,257 

Ml WHITE LAKE HARBOR, Ml 34,738 

MLT BIGSTONE LAKE - WHETSTONE RIVER, MN & SD 92,288 

MLT INSPECTION OF COMPLETED ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS 7,518 

MN CARUTHERSVILLE HARBOR, MO 31,541 

MN DULUTH - SUPERIOR HARBOR, MN & WI 3,422 

MN INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MN 0 

MN LAC QUI PARLE LAKES, MINNESOTA RIVER, MN 0 

MN LAKE TRAVERSE, SD & MN 0 

MN MINNESOTA RIVER, MN 9,383 

MN MISSISSIPPI RIVER BETWEEN MISSOURI RIVER AND MINNEAPOLIS (MVP PORTION), IV 1 

MN ORWELL LAKE, MN 0 

MN PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MN 12,980 

MN RED LAKE RESERVOIR, MN 1 ,299 

MN RESERVOIRS AT HEADWATERS OF MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MN 1 ,343 

MN ST PAUL SMALL BOAT HARBOR, MN 0 

MN SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, MN 1,559 

MN WARROAD HARBOR, MN 0 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

MO 

BILOXt HARBOR, MS 

0 

MO 

CLARENCE CANNON DAM AND MARK TWAIN LAKE, MO 

0 

MO 

CLEARWATER LAKE, MO 

0 

MO 

HARRY S TRUMAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, MO 

0 

MO 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MO 

0 

MO 

LITTLE BLUE RIVER LAKES, MO 

775,815 

MO 

LONG BRANCH LAKE, MO 

0 

MO 

MISS RIVER BTWN THE OHIO AND MO RIVERS (REG WORKS), MO & IL 

0 

MO 

NEW MADRID HARBOR, MO 

0 

MO 

NEW MADRID HARBOR, MO (MILE 889) 

26 

MO 

POMME DE TERRE LAKE, MO 

7 

MO 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MO 

0 

MO 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, MO 

60 

MO 

SMITHVILLE LAKE, MO 

0 

MO 

SOUTHEAST MISSOURI PORT, MISSISSIPPI RIVER, MO 

0 

MO 

STOCKTON LAKE, MO 

0 

MO 

TABLE ROCK LAKE, MO & AR 

0 

MO 

UNION LAKE, MO 

0 

MO 

WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO 

1,559 

MS 

CADET BAYOU, MS 

17 

MS 

CLAIBORNE COUNTY PORT, MS 

2 

MS 

EAST FORK, TOMBIGBEE RIVER, MS 

0 

MS 

FT PECK DAM AND LAKE, MT 

0 

MS 

GULFPORT HARBOR, MS 

19 

MS 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MS 

11,920 

MS 

MOUTH OF YAZOO RIVER, MS 

62 

MS 

OKATIBBEE LAKE, MS 

0 

MS 

PASCAGOULA HARBOR, MS 

15 

MS 

PASS CHRISTIAN HARBOR, MS 

3 

MS 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, MS 

5 

MS 

ROSEDALE HARBOR, MS 

3,078 

MS 

TENNESSEE - TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY WILDLIFE MITIGATION, AL & MS 

0 

MS 

TENNESSEE - TOMBIGBEE WATERWAY, AL & MS 

504 

MS 

WATER/ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION, MS 

308 

MS 

YAZOO RIVER, MS 

205 

MT 

2008 CUSTOMER ORDER EM E3 

0 

MT 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MT 

127,282 

MT 

LIBBY DAM, MT 

130,708 

MT 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS. MT 

0 

NA 

ACTIONS FOR CHANGE TO IMPROVE OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE 

0 

NA 

ACTIVITIES IN SUPPORT OF OTHERS/CORPS STATUTORY AUTHORITIES 

307,738 

NA 

AL SEDIMENT MGT PILOT PGM 

3,035 

NA 

ANTITERROR/FORCE PROTECT CIVIL 

860 

NA 

ANTI-TERROR/FORCE PROTECT E3 

1,904 

NA 

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NC 

0 

NA 

DREDGING DATA ANALYSIS 

1,738 

NA 

E6 RELIABILITY MODELS M REHAB 

75,232 

NA 

EMERG MGMT-NEPP 

14,923 

NA 

EN GE PROGRAMS 

1,122 

NA 

ENGINEERING CUSTOMER ORDERS 

0 

NA 

FY04-05 NAT RES TEC SUP PRG M2 

0 

NA 

FY05 CISP PROGRAM - HQ FUNDED 

403 

NA 

HARBOR MAINTENANCE FEE COLLECT 

81,221 

NA 

HURRICANE KATRINA 

7,519 

NA 

JACKSON NAT'L R&S INITIATIVES 

2,217 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

NA 

L4 O&M UPPER RIO GRANDE MS 

519 

NA 

LONG TERM OPTION ASSESSMENT FOR LOW USE NAVIGATION 

4,949 

NA 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY DRAINAGE AREA, CA 

1,410,750 

NA 

M5 PREP ETL REMOTE OPS OF DAMS 

0 

NA 

MONITORING OF COMPLETED NAVIGATION PROJECTS 

30,189 

NA 

NAT. EMERG PREP PGM M3 

0 

NA 

NATIONAL DAM SAFETY PROGRAM 

0 

NA 

NATIONWIDE EVALUATION OF HYDROPOWER REHABILITATION 

488,116 

NA 

NATL. EMERG PREP PGM M3 

30,093 

NA 

O&M PAC 

768 

NA 

OPERATIONAL SUPPORT - FALL 2009 HIGH WATER EVENT 

0 

NA 

OPS DIV UNSCHEDULED WORK 

2,610 

NA 

PRJ COND SURVYS CDD00 

135,118 

NA 

PROPERTY PROTECTION PROGRAM 

4,504 

NA 

RECREATION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT PROGRAM 

0 

NA 

RESPONSES TO CLIMATE CHANGE AT CORPS PROJECTS 

0 

NA 

SHORELINE USE PERMIT STUDY 

78,293 

NA 

TOTAL REIMBURSABLE WORK BETWEEN COE 

0 

NA 

TOTAL REIMBURSABLE WORK BETWEEN COE 

2,418 

NC 

B EVERETT JORDAN DAM AND LAKE, NC 

697,116 

NC 

BEAUFORT HARBOR, NC 

125,572 

NC 

BOGUE INLET AND CHANNEL, NC 

85,620 

NC 

BOWMAN HALEY, ND 

0 

NC 

CAPE FEAR RIVER ABOVE WILMINGTON, NC 

173,221 

NC 

CAROLINA BEACH INLET, NC 

59,300 

NC 

FALLS LAKE, NC 

67,806 

NC 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NC 

459 

NC 

JOHN H KERR LAKE, VA & NC 

0 

NC 

LOCKWOODS FOLLY RIVER, NC 

489,686 

NC 

MANTEO (SHALLOWBAG) BAY, NC 

0 

NC 

MASONBORO INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC 

356,907 

NC 

MOREHEAD CITY HARBOR, NC 

49,865 

NC 

NEUSE RIVER, GOLDSBORO, NC 

223,663 

NC 

NEW RIVER INLET, NC 

5,825 

NC 

NEW TOPSAIL INLET AND CONNECTING CHANNELS, NC 

0 

NC 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NC 

0 

NC 

ROLLINSON CHANNEL, NC 

143,787 

NC 

SILVER LAKE HARBOR, NC 

0 

NC 

W KERR SCOTT DAM AND RESERVOIR, NC 

0 

NC 

WILMINGTON HARBOR, NC 

115,630 

ND 

ANTI-TERROR/FORCE PROTECT G6 

4,799 

ND 

GARRISON DAM, LAKE SAKAKAWEA, ND 

0 

ND 

HOMME LAKE, ND 

1 

ND 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, ND 

0 

ND 

LAKE ASHTABULA AND BALDHILL DAM, ND 

0 

ND 

PIPESTEM LAKE, ND 

5,976 

ND 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS. ND 

9,283 

ND 

SOURIS RIVER, ND 

0 

ND 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, ND 

0 

NE 

BLACKWATER DAM, NH 

62,068 

NE 

HARLAN COUNTY LAKE, NE 

0 

NE 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NE 

0 

NE 

MISSOURI RIVER - KENSLERS BEND, NE TO SIOUX CITY, IA 

0 

NE 

PAPILLION CREEK, NE 

3,543 

NE 

SALT CREEKS AND TRIBUTARIES, NE 

33,523 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

NH 

ABSECON INLET, NJ 

25,652 

NH 

COCHECO RIVER, NH 

18,474 

NH 

COMPREHENSIVE UPLAND DISPOSAL SITE EVALUATION, NH 

1,828,720 

NH 

EDWARD MACDOWELL LAKE, NH 

29 

NH 

FRANKLIN FALLS DAM, NH 

21,011 

NH 

HAMPTON HARBOR, NH 

250,013 

NH 

HOPKINTON - EVERETT LAKES, NH 

240,700 

NH 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NH 

26,164 

NH 

OTTER BROOK LAKE, NH 

4,975 

NH 

PORTSMOUTH HARBOR AND PISCATAQUA RIVER, NH 

26,389 

NH 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NH 

887,200 

NH 

SURRY MOUNTAIN LAKE, NH 

1,486 

NJ 

ABIQUIU DAM, NM 

743 

NJ 

BARNEGAT INLET, NJ 

0 

NJ 

COLD SPRING INLET, NJ 

0 

NJ 

DELAWARE RIVER AT CAMDEN, NJ 

0 

NJ 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NJ 

0 

NJ 

MANASQUAN RIVER, NJ 

6,126 

NJ 

NEW JERSEY INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NJ 

0 

NJ 

NEW YORK AND NEW JERSEY CHANNELS, NY 

0 

NJ 

NEW YORK HARBOR, NY 

159,451 

NJ 

NEW YORK HARBOR, NY (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS) 

1,715,512 

NJ 

NEWARK BAY, HACKENSACK AND PASSAIC RIVERS, NJ 

40,623 

NJ 

PASSAIC RIVER FLOOD WARNING SYSTEMS, NJ 

834,781 

NJ 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS 

1,645 

NJ 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NJ 

59,100 

NJ 

RARITAN RIVER TO ARTHUR KILL CUT-OFF, NJ 

0 

NJ 

RARITAN RIVER, NJ 

314,628 

NJ 

REGIONAL SEDIMENT MGMT E5 

939,543 

NJ 

SALEM RIVER, NJ 

0 

NJ 

SANDY HOOK BAY AT LEONARD. NJ 

0 

NJ 

SHARK RIVER, NJ 

44,791 

NJ 

SHOAL HARBOR AND COMPTON CREEK, NJ 

16,450 

NJ 

SHREWSBURY RIVER. MAIN CHANNEL, NJ 

157,739 

NM 

ALBUQUERQUE LEVEES 

0 

NM 

COCHITI LAKE, NM 

138,326 

NM 

CONCHAS LAKE, NM 

2,642,583 

NM 

GALISTEO DAM, NM 

0 

NM 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NM 

10,223 

NM 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NV 

0 

NM 

JEMEZ CANYON DAM, NM 

0 

NM 

L4 OM GALISTEO DAM NM FY06 

0 

NM 

RIO GRANDE BOSQUE, NM 

0 

NM 

RIO GRANDE ENDANGERED SPECIES COLLABORATIVE PROGRAM, NM 

84,779 

NM 

SANTA ROSA DAM AND LAKE, NM 

19,395 

NM 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, NM 

24,700 

NM 

TOTAL REIMBURSABLE OTHER AGENCIES 

21,290 

NM 

TWO RIVERS DAM, NM 

0 

NM 

UPPER RIO GRANDE WATER OPERATIONS MODEL STUDY, NM 

0 

NV 

ALMOND LAKE, NY 

27,934 

NV 

PINE AND MATHEWS CANYONS LAKES, NV 

0 

NY 

ALUM CREEK LAKE, OH 

565 

NY 

ARKPORT DAM, NY 

0 

NY 

BLACK ROCK CHANNEL AND TONAWANDA HARBOR, NY 

50,686 

NY 

BRONX RIVER, NY 

1 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

NY 

BROWNS CREEK, NY 

126,119 

NY 

BUFFALO HARBOR, NY 

56 

NY 

BURLINGTON HARBOR BREAKWATER 

0 

NY 

BUTTERMILK CHANNEL, NY 

1 

NY 

DUNKIRK HARBOR, NY 

1,496,590 

NY 

EAST RIVER, NY 

0 

NY 

EAST ROCKAWAY INLET, NY 

373,537 

NY 

EAST SIDNEY LAKE, NY 

1 

NY 

EASTCHESTER CREEK, NY 

7,081 

NY 

FIRE ISLAND INLET TO JONES INLET, NY 

0 

NY 

FLUSHING BAY AND CREEK, NY 

186,869 

NY 

GLEN COVE CREEK, NY 

234,563 

NY 

GREAT KILLS HARBOR, NY 

76.644 

NY 

GREAT SOUTH BAY, NY 

19,699 

NY 

HORNELL, NY 

28,954 

NY 

HUDSON RIVER CHANNEL, NY 

0 

NY 

HUDSON RIVER, NY (MAINT) 

3,900,353 

NY 

HUDSON RIVER, NY {0 & C) 

1 

NY 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, NY 

0 

NY 

JAMAICA BAY, NY 

8,099 

NY 

JONES INLET, NY 

2,495,990 

NY 

LAKE MONTAUK HARBOR, NY 

461,130 

NY 

LITTLE SODUS BAY HARBOR, NY 

55,967 

NY 

LONG ISLAND INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, NY 

0 

NY 

MATTITUCK HARBOR, NY 

1,051,245 

NY 

MORICHES INLET. NY 

64,826 

NY 

MOUNT MORRIS DAM, NY 

190,439 

NY 

NARROWS OF LAKE CHAMPLAIN, VT & NY 

80,000 

NY 

NEW YORK HARBOR, NY & NJ (DRIFT REMOVAL) 

0 

NY 

NEWTOWN CREEK, NY 

0 

NY 

OLCOTT HARBOR, NY 

56,640 

NY 

OSWEGO HARBOR, NY 

0 

NY 

PORTCHESTER HARBOR, NY 

24,500 

NY 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, NY 

0 

NY 

ROCHESTER HARBOR, NY 

0 

NY 

SAUGERTIES HARBOR, NY 

50,001 

NY 

SHINNECOCK INLET, NY 

0 

NY 

SOUTHERN NEW YORK FLOOD CONTROL PROJECTS. NY 

12,542 

NY 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS. NY 

206,756 

NY 

WESTCHESTER CREEK, NY 

0 

NY 

WHITNEY POINT LAKE, NY 

228,408 

NY 

WHITNEY POINT VILL 

5,673 

OH 

ARCADIA LAKE, OK 

0 

OH 

ASHTABULA HARBOR, OH 

0 

OH 

BERLIN LAKE, OH 

0 

OH 

CAESAR CREEK LAKE, OH 

0 

OH 

CLARENCE J BROWN DAM, OH 

0 

OH 

CLEVELAND HARBOR, OH 

1 

OH 

CONNEAUT HARBOR, OH 

255,001 

OH 

DEER CREEK LAKE, OH 

0 

OH 

DELAWARE LAKE, OH 

0 

OH 

DILLON LAKE, OH 

0 

OH 

FAIRPORT HARBOR, OH 

1 

OH 

HURON HARBOR, OH 

0 

OH 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OH 

0 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

OH 

LORAIN HARBOR. OH 

31,155 

OH 

MASSILLON LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT, OH 

0 

OH 

MICHAEL J KIRWAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, OH 

0 

OH 

MISSISSIPPI FLOOD CONTROL. OH 

1 

OH 

MOSQUITO CREEK LAKE, OH 

341,462 

OH 

MUSKINGUM RIVER LAKES, OH 

0 

OH 

NORTH BRANCH KOKOSING RIVER LAKE, OH 

56,988 

OH 

PAINT CREEK LAKE, OH 

0 

OH 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OH 

1 

OH 

ROSEVILLE LOCAL PROTECTION PROJECT. OH 

0 

OH 

SANDUSKY HARBOR, OH 

0 

OH 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OH 

0 

OH 

TOLEDO HARBOR, OH 

1 

OH 

TOM JENKINS DAM, OH 

0 

OH 

VERMILION HARBOR, OH 

1 

OH 

WEST FORK OF MILL CREEK LAKE, OH 

0 

OH 

WILLIAM H HARSHA LAKE, OH 

1 

OK 

ANTI-TERROR/FORCE PROTECT G2 

97,404 

OK 

BIRCH LAKE, OK 

36,248 

OK 

BROKEN BOW LAKE, OK 

0 

OK 

CANDY LAKE, OK 

0 

OK 

CANTON LAKE, OK 

302,756 

OK 

COPAN LAKE, OK 

0 

OK 

DENISON DAM, LAKE TEXOMA, TX 

0 

OK 

EUFAULA LAKE, OK 

1,587,284 

OK 

FORT GIBSON LAKE, OK 

265,312 

OK 

FORT SUPPLY LAKE, OK 

899,568 

OK 

GREAT SALT PLAINS LAKE, OK 

28,778 

OK 

HEYBURN LAKE, OK 

51,447 

OK 

HUGO LAKE, OK 

8,247 

OK 

HULAH LAKE, OK 

167,265 

OK 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OK 

70,242 

OK 

KAWLAKE, OK 

0 

OK 

KEYSTONE LAKE, OK 

1,108 

OK 

MCCLELLAN-KERR ARKANSAS RIVER NAVIGATION SYSTEM, OK 

654,295 

OK 

OOLOGAH LAKE, OK 

56,135 

OK 

OPTIMA LAKE, OK 

1,177,455 

OK 

PENSACOLA RESERVOIR, LAKE OF THE CHEROKEES, OK 

o 

OK 

PINE CREEK LAKE, OK 

0 

OK 

ROBERT S. KERR LOCK AND DAM AND RESERVOIR, OK 

76,505 

OK 

SARDIS LAKE, OK 

627,638 

OK 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, OK 

702,060 

OK 

SKIATOOK LAKE, OK 

0 

OK 

TENKILLER FERRY LAKE, OK 

0 

OK 

WAURIKA LAKE, OK 

598,595 

OK 

WEBBERS FALLS LOCK AND DAM, OK 

0 

OK 

W1STER LAKE, OK 

848,553 

OR 

ALLEGHENY RIVER, PA 

33,337 

OR 

APPLEGATE LAKE, OR 

2,048 

OR 

BLUE RIVER LAKE, OR 

181,269 

OR 

BONNEVILLE LOCK AND DAM, OR & WA 

1,307,237 

OR 

CHETCO RIVER, OR 

0 

OR 

COLUMBIA & LWR WILLAMETTE R BLW VANCOUVER, WA & PORTLAND, OR 

0 

OR 

COLUMBIA RIVER AT THE MOUTH, OR & WA 

0 

OR 

COOS BAY, OR 

445,864 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

OR 

COQUILLE RIVER, OR 

0 

OR 

COTTAGE GROVE LAKE, OR 

92,697 

OR 

COUGAR LAKE, OR 

652,315 

OR 

DEPOE BAY, OR 

0 

OR 

DETROIT LAKE, OR 

970,264 

OR 

DORENA LAKE, OR 

324,868 

OR 

FALL CREEK LAKE, OR 

52,061 

OR 

FERN RIDGE LAKE, OR 

83,224 

OR 

GREEN PETER - FOSTER LAKES, OR 

809,199 

OR 

HILLS CREEK LAKE, OR 

391,795 

OR 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, OR 

126,497 

OR 

JOHN DAY LOCK AND DAM, OR & WA 

2,255,773 

OR 

LOOKOUT POINT LAKE, OR 

2,890,302 

OR 

LOST CREEK LAKE, OR 

1,691,307 

OR 

MCNARY LOCK AND DAM, OR & WA 

294,823 

OR 

PORT ORFORD, OR 

0 

OR 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, OR 

42,539 

OR 

ROGUE RIVER AT GOLD BEACH, OR 

30,582 

OR 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, OR 

185,633 

OR 

SIUSLAW RIVER, OR 

5,504 

OR 

SKIPANON CHANNEL, OR 

0 

OR 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, OR 

983 

OR 

TILLAMOOK BAY & BAR, OR 

0 

OR 

UMPQUA RIVER, OR 

0 

OR 

WILLAMETTE RIVER AT WILLAMETTE FALLS, OR 

179,943 

OR 

WILLAMETTE RIVER BANK PROTECTION, OR 

82,943 

OR 

WILLOW CREEK LAKE, OR 

5,228 

OR 

YAQUINA BAY & HARBOR, OR 

21,402 

OR 

YAQUINA RIVER, OR 

35,973 

PA 

ALVIN R BUSH DAM, PA 

0 

PA 

ARECIBO HARBOR, PR 

1 

PA 

AYLESWORTH CREEK LAKE, PA 

33,185 

PA 

BELTZVILLE LAKE, PA 

13,964 

PA 

BLUE MARSH LAKE, PA 

112,552 

PA 

CONEMAUGH RIVER LAKE, PA 

2,767 

PA 

COWANESQUE LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

CROOKED CREEK LAKE. PA 

0 

PA 

CURWENSVILLE LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

DELAWARE RIVER, PHILADELPHIA, PA TO TRENTON, NJ 

47,593 

PA 

EAST BRANCH CLARION RIVER LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

FOSTER JOSEPH SAYERS DAM, PA 

1 

PA 

FRANCIS E WALTER DAM. PA 

32,452 

PA 

GENERAL EDGAR JADWIN DAM AND RESERVOIR, PA 

78,708 

PA 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, PA 

152,790 

PA 

JOHNSTOWN, PA 

78,686 

PA 

KINZUA DAM AND ALLEGHENY RESERVOIR, PA 

0 

PA 

LOYALHANNA LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

MAHONING CREEK LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

MONONGAHELA RIVER, PA 

0 

PA 

OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, PA, OH & WV 

0 

PA 

OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, PA, OH & WV 

1 

PA 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, PA 

1 

PA 

PROMPTON LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

PUNXSUTAWNEY, PA 

0 

PA 

RAYSTOWN LAKE, PA 

0 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

PA 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, PA 

110,853 

PA 

SCHUYLKILL RIVER, PA 

0 

PA 

SHENANGO RIVER LAKE, PA 

32,833 

PA 

STILLWATER LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, PA 

5,831 

PA 

TIOGA - HAMMOND LAKES, PA 

1 

PA 

TIONESTA LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

UNION CITY LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

WOODCOCK CREEK LAKE, PA 

0 

PA 

YORK INDIAN ROCK DAM, PA 

1 

PA 

YOUGHIOGHENY RIVER LAKE, PA & MD 

68,356 

PR 

BLOCK ISLAND HARBOR OF REFUGE. Rl 

392,217 

PR 

SAN JUAN HARBOR, PR 

51,135 

Rl 

ASHLEY RIVER, SC 

41,838 

R1 

BULLOCKS POINT COVE, Rl 

306,717 

Rl 

FOX POINT BARRIER, NARRANGANSETT BAY, Rl 

311,823 

Rl 

GREAT SALT POND, BLOCK ISLAND, Rl 

265,257 

Rl 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, Rl 

4,448 

Rl 

POINT JUDITH HARBOR OF REUGE, Rl 

0 

Rl 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, Rl 

267,252 

Rl 

PROVIDENCE RIVER AND HARBOR, Rl 

0 

Rl 

WARWICK COVE, Rl 

325,096 

Rl 

WOONSOCKET, Rl 

169,045 

SC 

ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, SC 

0 

SC 

BIG BEND DAM, LAKE SHARPE, SD 

0 

sc 

BROOKGREEN GARDEN CANAL, SC 

107,890 

sc 

CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC 

64 

sc 

COOPER RIVER, CHARLESTON HARBOR, SC 

0 

sc 

FOLLY RIVER, SC 

0 

sc 

GEORGETOWN HARBOR, SC 

11 

sc 

GEORGETOWN HRBR REG SED PLAN, SC 

722,298 

sc 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, SC 

27,623 

sc 

LITTLE RIVER INLET, SC & NC 

0 

sc 

MURRELLS INLET, SC 

500 

sc 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, SC 

246 

sc 

TOWN CREEK, SC 

0 

SD 

CENTER HILL LAKE, TN 

0 

SD 

COLD BROOK LAKE, SD 

443,746 

SD 

COTTONWOOD SPRINGS LAKE, SD 

21,416 

SD 

FORT RANDALL DAM, LAKE FRANCIS CASE, SD 

6,170 

SD 

GAVINS POINT DAM, LEWIS AND CLARK LAKE, NE & SD 

0 

SD 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, SD 

205,121 

SD 

OAHE DAM, LAKE OAHE, SD & ND 

0 

SD 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, SD 

3 

TN 

ANTI-TERRORISM/FORCE PROT. 

0 

TN 

CHEATHAM LOCK AND DAM, TN 

0 

TN 

CHICKAMAUGA LOCK. TENNESSEE RIVER, TN 

0 

TN 

CORDELL HULL DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN 

1 

TN 

DALE HOLLOW LAKE, TN 

0 

TN 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TN 

1 

TN 

J PERCY PRIEST DAM AND RESERVOIR, TN 

0 

TN 

J. PERCY PRIEST GREENWAY, TN 

0 

TN 

OLD HICKORY LOCK AND DAM, TN 

4,053,000 

TN 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TN 

0 

TN 

TENNESSEE RIVER, TN 

99 
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Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

TN 

WOLF RIVER HARBOR, TN 

554,297 

TX 

AGUILLA LAKE, TX 

68 

TX 

ARKANSAS - RED RIVER BASINS CHLORIDE CONTROL - AREA VIII, TX 

29,966 

TX 

BARBOUR TERMINAL CHANNEL, TX 

0 

TX 

BARDWELL LAKE, TX 

182,926 

TX 

BAYPORT SHIP CHANNEL, TX 

0 

TX 

BELTON LAKE, TX 

0 

TX 

BENBROOK LAKE, TX 

267,956 

TX 

BRAZOS ISLAND HARBOR, TX 

0 

TX 

BUFFALO BAYOU & TRIBUTARIES, TX 

471,041 

7X 

CANYON LAKE, TX 

480,941 

TX 

CEDAR BAYOU, TX 

143,213 

TX 

CHANNEL TO HARLINGEN, TX 

68,816 

TX 

CHANNEL TO PORT BOLIVAR, TX 

0 

TX 

CHANNEL TO PORT MANSFIELD, TX 

0 

TX 

CORPUS CHRIST! SHIP CHANNEL, TX 

21 

TX 

ESTELLINE SPRINGS EXPERIMENTAL PROJECT, TX 

1,340,170 

TX 

FERRELLS BRIDGE DAM, LAKE O' THE PINES, TX 

3,956 

TX 

FREEPORT HARBOR, TX 

327,349 

TX 

GALVESTON HARBOR AND CHANNEL, TX 

1,667,540 

TX 

GIWW, CHANNEL TO VICTORIA, TX 

564,557 

TX 

GIWW, CHOCOLATE BAYOU, TX 

1,453,937 

TX 

GRANGER DAM AND LAKE, TX 

3,567,945 

TX 

GRAPEVINE LAKE, TX 

712,555 

TX 

GREENS BAYOU, TX 

0 

TX 

GULF INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY, TX 

65,657 

TX 

HORDS CREEK LAKE, TX 

1,526,011 

TX 

HOUSTON SHIP CHANNEL, TX 

0 

TX 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, TX 

0 

TX 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, UT 

0 

TX 

JIM CHAPMAN LAKE, TX 

404,593 

TX 

JOE POOL LAKE, TX 

0 

TX 

LAKE KEMP, TX 

0 

TX 

LAVON LAKE, TX 

0 

TX 

LEWISVILLE DAM, TX 

0 

TX 

MATAGORDA SHIP CHANNEL, TX 

464,999 

TX 

MOUTH OF THE COLORADO RIVER, TX 

5,709,649 

TX 

NATURE CONSERV SUST RVRS PROJ 

17 

TX 

NAVARRO MILLS LAKE, TX 

0 

TX 

NORTH SAN GABRIEL DAM AND LAKE GEORGETOWN, TX 

0 

TX 

0 C FISHER DAM AND LAKE, TX 

426,783 

TX 

PAT MAYSE LAKE, TX 

40,020 

TX 

PROCTOR LAKE, TX 

71,067 

TX 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, TX 

0 

TX 

RAY ROBERTS LAKE, TX 

24,674 

TX 

SABINE - NECHES WATERWAY, TX 

0 

TX 

SAM RAYBURN DAM AND RESERVOIR, TX 

63,232 

TX 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, TX 

0 

TX 

SOMERVILLE LAKE, TX 

0 

TX 

STILLHOUSE HOLLOW DAM, TX 

472,871 

TX 

TEXAS CITY SHIP CHANNEL, TX 

626,902 

TX 

TEXAS WATER ALLOCATION ASSESSMENT, TX 

3,298,913 

TX 

TOWN BLUFF DAM, B A STEINHAGEN LAKE, TX 

77,809 

TX 

TRINITY RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES, TX 

1 

TX 

WACO LAKE, TX 

50,118 
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Expected carryover into 


State OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE Fiscal Year 201 1 

TX WALLiSVILLE LAKE, TX 0 

TX WHITNEY LAKE, TX 238,683 

TX WRIGHT PATMAN DAM AND LAKE, TX 54,021 

UT APPOMATTOX RIVER, VA 0 

UT SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, UT 0 

VA ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY - ACC, VA 948,336 

VA ATLANTIC INTRACOASTAL WATERWAY - DSC, VA 20,370 

VA BALL MOUNTAIN, VT 0 

VA BROAD CREEK, VA 1,286 

VA CHINCOTEAGUE HARBOR OF REFUGE, VA 848 

VA CHINCOTEAGUE INLET, VA 39,947 

VA GATHRIGHT DAM AND LAKE MOOMAW, VA 783,935 

VA HAMPTON RDS, NORFOLK & NEWPORT NEWS HBR, VA (DRIFT REMOVAL) 109,364 

VA HAMPTON ROADS, VA (PREVENTION OF OBSTRUCTIVE DEPOSITS) 0 

VA INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VA 9,000 

VA JAMES RIVER CHANNEL, VA 173,829 

VA JOHN W FLANNAGAN DAM AND RESERVOIR, VA 0 

VA LITTLE WICOMICO RIVER, VA 2,982 

VA LYNNHAVEN INLET, VA 253,152 

VA NORFOLK HARBOR, VA 89,080 

VA NORTH FORK OF POUND RIVER LAKE, VA 391 ,550 

VA ONANCOCK RIVER 0 

VA PHILPOTT LAKE, VA 84,174 

VA PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, VA 0 

VA REAL ESTATE ADMIN FEES-CIVIL 69,654 

VA RUDEE INLET, VA 0 

VA TYLERS BEACH, VA 0 

VA WATER/ENVIRONMENTAL CERTIFICATION, VA 787,509 

VA WATERWAY ON THE COAST OF VIRGINIA, VA 7.1 77 

VA YORK RIVER, VA 0 

VT CHIEF JOSEPH DAM, WA 236,981 

VT CONNECTICUT RIVER FLOOD CONTROL DAMS, VT 3,759 

VT INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, VT 1 ,516 

VT NORTH HARTLAND LAKE, VT 12,987 

VT NORTH SPRINGFIELD LAKE, VT 3,352 

VT TOWNSHEND LAKE, VT 25,180 

VT UNION VILLAGE DAM, VT 16,659 

WA ASHLAND HARBOR, Wl 8,000 

WA COLUMBIA RIVER AT BAKER BAY, WA & OR 0 

WA COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN CHINOOK AND SAND ISLAND, WA 46,080 

WA COLUMBIA RIVER BETWEEN VANCOUVER, WA AND THE DALLES, OR 0 

WA EDIZ HOOK, WA 0 

WA EVERETT HARBOR AND SNOHOMISH RIVER, WA 98,800 

WA FRIDAY HARBOR, WA 38,633 

WA GRAYS HARBOR, WA 86,610 

WA HOWARD HANSON DAM, WA 0 

WA ICE HARBOR LOCK AND DAM, WA 57,61 8 

WA INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WA 0 

WA LAKE CROCKETT (KEYSTONE HARBOR), WA 1 1 7,600 

WA LAKE WASHINGTON SHIP CANAL, WA 68 

WA LITTLE GOOSE LOCK AND DAM, WA 1 43,696 

WA LOWER GRANITE LOCK AND DAM, WA 70,009 

WA LOWER MONUMENT LOCK AND DAM, WA 44,051 

WA MILL CREEK LAKE, WA 0 

WA MOUNT SAINT HELENS SEDIMENT CONTROL, WA 0 


Operation and Maintenance 
Page 78 of 83 



137 


Expected carryover into 


State 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Fiscal Year 2011 

WA 

MUD MOUNTAIN DAM, WA 

22,178 

WA 

NAV EDIZ HOOK, WA 

370,632 

WA 

NEAH BAY, WA 

637,060 

WA 

OLYMPIA HARBOR, WA 

89,683 

WA 

OMNR - VERTICAL DATUM ASSESS 

611 

WA 

OPS & MAINT HOLDING ACCTS 

4,252,524 

WA 

PORT TOWNSEND, WA 

902,924 

WA 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, WA 

19,531 

WA 

PUGET SOUND AND TRIBUTARY WATERS, WA 

24,082 

WA 

QUILLAYUTE RIVER, WA 

0 

WA 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WA 

46,267 

WA 

SEATTLE HARBOR, WA 

0 

WA 

STILLAGUAMISH RIVER, WA 

0 

WA 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, WA 

3,103 

WA 

SWINOMISH CHANNEL, WA 

3,195 

WA 

TACOMA HARBOR, WA 

68,637 

WA 

TACOMA, PUYALLUP RIVER, WA 

16,418 

WA 

THE DALLES LOCK AND DAM, WA & OR 

11,222,132 

WA 

WILLAPA RIVER AND HARBOR, WA 

0 

W! 

BAYFIELD HARBOR, WI 

0 

WI 

BEECH FORK LAKE, WV 

0 

Wi 

CORNUCOPIA HARBOR, WI 

0 

WI 

EAU GALLE RIVER LAKE, WI 

22,611 

WI 

FOX RIVER, WI 

17,309 

WI 

GREEN BAY HARBOR, WI 

46,725 

Wi 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WI 

0 

WI 

KEWAUNEE HARBOR, WI 

0 

WI 

MANITOWOC HARBOR, Wi 

0 

WI 

MENOMINEE HARBOR, Ml AND WI 

0 

WI 

MILWAUKEE HARBOR, WI 

0 

WI 

PORT WING HARBOR, WI 

83,720 

WI 

PROJECT CONDITION SURVEYS, WI 

0 

WI 

SHEBOYGAN HARBOR, WI 

0 

WI 

STURGEON BAY HARBOR AND LAKE MICHIGAN SHIP CANAL, WI 

0 

WI 

SURVEILLANCE OF NORTHERN BOUNDARY WATERS, WI 

0 

WI 

TWO RIVERS HARBOR, WI 

0 

WV 

BLUESTONE LAKE, WV 

0 

WV 

BURNSVILLE LAKE, WV 

0 

WV 

EAST LYNN LAKE, WV 

1 

WV 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, WV 

0 

WV 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS. WY 

439,162 

WV 

KANAWHA RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, WV 

42,128 

WV 

OHIO RIVER LOCKS AND DAMS, WV, KY & OH 

0 

WV 

OHIO RIVER OPEN CHANNEL WORK, WV, KY & OH 

0 

WV 

R D BAILEY LAKE, WV 

0 

WV 

STONEWALL JACKSON LAKE, WV 

0 

WV 

SUMMERSVILLE LAKE, WV 

1 

WV 

SUTTON LAKE, WV 

10,000 

WV 

TYGART LAKE, WV 

0 

WV 

WEST VIRGINIA FLOOD RECOVERY 

0 

WY 

JACKSON HOLE LEVEES, WY 

0 

WY 

SCHEDULING RESERVOIR OPERATIONS, WY 

0 


TOTAL PROJECT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

206,135,088 
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State OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


Remaining Items 


AQUATIC NUISANCE CONTROL RESEARCH 0 

ASSET MANAGEMENT/ FACILITIES AND EQUIP MAINT (FEM) 0 

BUDGET/MGM'T SUPPORT FOR O&M BUSINESS LINES 3,81 0.646 

COASTAL INLET RESEARCH PROGRAM 58.520 

BENEFICIAL USES OF DREDGED MATERIAL (SEC 204/145) 131 .185 

NAVIGATION MITIGATION PROJECT (SECTION 111) 0 

CULTURAL RESOURCES (NAGPRA/CURATION) 0 

DREDGE MCFARLAND READY RESERVE READY RESERVE 0 

DREDGE WHEELER READY RESERVE 0 

DREDGING DATA AND LOCK PERFORMANCE MONITOR. SYS. 0 

DREDGING OPERATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH (DOER) 74,824 

DREDGING OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT PROGRAM (DOTS) 0 

EARTHQUAKE HAZARDS REDUCTION PROGRAM 0 

FACILITY PROTECTION 0 

FERC HYDROPOWER COORDINATION 7.518 

FISH & WILDLIFE OPERATING FISH HATCHERY REIMBURSEMENT 0 

GREAT LAKES SEDIMENT TRANSPORT MODEL 0 

INLAND WATERWAY NAVIGATION CHARTS 0 

INLAND NAVIGATION SAFETY INITIATIVE 0 

INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS 82 ,458 

LONG TERM OPTION ASSESSMENT FOR LOW USE NAVIGATION 775,000 

MONITORING OF COASTAL NAVIGATION PROJECTS 0 

NATIONAL (LEVEE) FLOOD INVENTORY 0 

NATIONAL COASTAL MAPPING PROGRAM 2,120,307 

NATIONAL DAM SAFETY PROGRAM (PORTFILIO RISK ASSESSMENT) 5,623 

NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM (NEPP) 488,116 

NATIONAL NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 0 

NATIONAL PORTFOLIO ASSESSMENT FOR REALLOCATIONS 1 ,203,546 

NATIONWIDE EVALUATION OF HYDROPOWER REHAB 41 1 ,758 

PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT TECHNICAL SUPPORT 0 

PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION : HARBOR MAINTENANCE FEE DATA COLLECTION 2,267 

PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION PROTECT, CLEAR AND STRAIGHTEN CHANNELS (SEC. 25,649 

PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION : REMOVAL OF SUNKEN VESSELS 0 

PROTECTION OF NAVIGATION WATERBORNE COMMERCE STATISTICS 900 

RECREATION ONE STOP <R1 S) -NATIONAL REC RESERV SVC 0 

REGIONAL SEDIMENT MNGT PROGRAM 0 

RELIABILITY MODELS PROGRAM FOR MAJOR REHAB. 307,054 

RESERVE FOR KEY EMERGENCY MAINTENANCE /REPAIRS 0 

RESPONSES TO CLIMATE CHANGE AT CORPS PROJECTS 0 

SHORELINE USE PERMIT STUDY 0 

WATER OPERATIONS TECHNICAL SUPPORT (WOTS) 0 

0 

TOTAL REMAINING ITEMS OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 9,505,373 

TOTAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 21 5,640,460 
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State 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


Expected carryover Into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


AR BAYOU METO BASIN, AR 65 

AR SOUTHEAST ARKANSAS, AR 1 

LA ALEXANDRIA TO THE GULF, LA 586,093 

LA COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA -4,272 

LA DONALDSONVILLE TO THE GULF, LA 1,103 

LA MORGANZA TO THE GULF, LA 2,389,1 14 

LA SPRING BAYOU, LA 442,400 

LA TENSAS RIVER BASIN, LA 60,517 

MS BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER WATERSHED, MS (QUIVER RIVER, MS) 217,378 

MS COLDWATER RIVER BASIN BELOW ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS 1 

MS COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA -42,057 

TN COLLECTION AND STUDY OF BASIC DATA 6 

TN MEMPHIS METRO AREA, STORM WATER MGMT STUDY, TN 250,595 

TN MILLINGTON AND VICINITY, TN 0 

TOTAL MR&T Investigations 3,900,944 

AR CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, REVETMENT OPERATIONS, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN -228,456 

AR CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, DIKES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 1 

AR WHITEMAN'S CREEK, AR 4 

AR CACHE RIVER BASIN, ARKANSAS 708 

AR CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, REVETMENTS. AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 1 ,850 

AR FRANCIS BLAND FLOODWAY DITCH (EIGHT MILE CREEK), AR 2,337 

AR HELENA AND VICINITY, AR 81 ,670 

AR BAYOU METO BASIN, AR 100,000 

AR ST FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO 1 ,644,998 

AR MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 6,964,784 

AR GRAND PRAIRIE REGION, AR 13,252,649 

LA ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA -282,746 

LA ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA -139,574 

LA CG VIOLET FRESHWATER DIVERSION -1 35,458 

LA TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA 461 

LA LAKE KILLARNEY, LA STATE PENITENTIARY, LA (CAP SECTION 206) 21 ,563 

LA MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA 1,132,194 

MO ST JOHNS BAYOU AND NEW MADRID FLOODWAY, MO 667,715 

MS YAZOO BASIN - DELTA HEADWATERS PROJECT, MS -1 

MS YAZOO BASIN - REFORMULATION UNIT, MS 0 

MS YAZOO BASIN, MAIN STEM, MS 30 

MS YAZOO BASIN, YAZOO BACKWATER AREA, MS 50,488 

MS YAZOO BASIN, BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS 294,495 

MS YAZOO BASIN - UPPER YAZOO PROJECTS, MS 5,1 15,306 

MS YAZOO BASIN-BACKWATER PUMPING PLANT 21 ,803,904 

NA UNKNOWN 2,130,006 

TN WEST TENNESSEE TRIBUTARIES, TN 102,382 

TN NONCONNAH CREEK - OVERALL, TN & MS 1 24,059 

TN WOLF RIVER, MEMPHIS, TN 301,950 

TOTAL MR&T Construction 53,007,320 

AR CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, REVETMENTS, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN -225,934 

AR WHITE RIVER BACKWATER, AR -176,693 

AR MISSISSIPPI RIVER LEVEES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN -80,556 

AR HELENA HARBOR, PHILLIPS COUNTY, AR 0 

AR LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, NORTH BANK, AR 0 

AR LOWER ARKANSAS RIVER, SOUTH BANK, AR 0 

AR CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, DREDGING, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 12,072 
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State 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 


Expected carryover into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


AR CHANNEL IMPROVEMENT, DIKES, AR, IL, KY, LA, MS, MO & TN 680,616 

KY HICKMAN BLUFF, KY -9,815 

LA MISSISSIPPI DELTA REGION, LA -1,680,418 

LA BONNET CARRE, LA -361,561 

LA INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, LA -67,143 

LA BATON ROUGE HARBOR, DEVIL SWAMP, LA -6,785 

LA BAYOU COCODRIE AND TRIBUTARIES, LA -3,698 

LA LOWER RED RIVER, SOUTH BANK LEVEES, LA 0 

LA TENSAS BASIN, RED RIVER BACKWATER, LA 0 

LA TENSAS BASIN, BOEUF AND TENSAS RIVERS, AR & LA 0 

LA ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, FLOODWAY SYSTEM, LA 96,867 

LA ATCHAFALAYA BASIN, LA 291,572 

LA OLD RIVER, LA 747,634 

MO ST FRANCIS BASIN, AR & MO 25 

MO WAPPAPELLO LAKE, MO 1 1 ,654 

MS YAZOO BASIN, SARDIS LAKE, MS -484 

MS YAZOO BASIN, TRIBUTARIES, MS 0 

MS YAZOO BASIN, ENID LAKE, MS 0 

MS MAPPING 0 

MS YAZOO BASIN, YAZOO CITY, MS 0 

MS YAZOO BASIN, ARKABUTLA LAKE, MS 1 

MS YAZOO BASIN, GRENADA LAKE, MS 1 

MS GREENVILLE HARBOR, MS 9 

MS VICKSBURG HARBOR, MS 42 

MS YAZOO BASIN, YAZOO BACKWATER AREA, MS 149,999 

MS YAZOO BASIN, WILL M WHITTINGTON AUX CHAN, MS 149,999 

MS YAZOO BASIN, GREENWOOD, MS 150,000 

MS YAZOO BASIN, BIG SUNFLOWER RIVER, MS 1 82,71 1 

MS MVD MR&T REGIONAL ACTIVITIES 224,826 

MS YAZOO BASIN, MAIN STEM, MS 474,000 

NA MAPPING 151,436 

NA UNKNOWN 1,739,308 

TN MEMPHIS HARBOR, MCKELLAR LAKE, TN -60,859 

TN MAPPING -22,437 

TN INSPECTION OF COMPLETED WORKS, MR&T -4,839 

TOTAL MR&T O&M 2,361 ,548 

TOTAL MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBUTARIES 59,269,813 
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State FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION PROGRAM 


Expected carryover Into 
Fiscal Year 2011 


CT COMBUSTION ENGINEERING SITE, WINDSOR, CT 148,51 1 

IA IOWA ARMY AMMUNNITION PLANT, IA 3,038,922 

IN JOSLYN MANUFACTURING AND SUPPLY COMPANY SITE, FT WAYNE, IN 0 

MA SHPACK LANDFILL NORTON, MA 16,695 

MD W.R. GRACE & CO., CURTIS BAY, MD 15,120 

MO LA7TY AVE. PROPERTIES, HAZELWOOD, IL 6,359,248 

MO ST. LOUIS AIRPORT SITE VICINITY PROPERTIES, ST. LOUIS, MO 2,300,425 

MO ST. LOUIS AIRPORT SITE, ST. LOUIS, MO 47,889 

MO ST. LOUIS DOWNTOWN SITE, ST. LOUIS, MO 6,409,045 

NJ DUPONT & CO., DEEPWATER, NJ 59 

NJ MAYWOOD SITE, MAYWOOD, NJ 0 

NJ MIDDLESEX SAMPLING PLANT, MIDDLESEX, NJ 0 

NJ MML, MIDDLESEX, NJ 16,211 

NJ NEW BRUNSWICK SITE, NJ 6,823 

NJ WAYNE SITE, WAYNE, NJ 0 

NY COLONIE SITE COLONIE, NY 0 

NY FORMER GUTERL SPECIALTY STEEL CORPORATION, LOCKPORT, NY 140,758 

NY LINDE AIR PRODUCT, TONAWANDA, NY 827 

NY NIAGARA FALLS STORAGE SITE, LEWISTOWN, NY 1 ,245 

NY SEAWAY INDUSTRIAL PARK, TONAWANDA, NY 47,879 

NY STATEN ISLAND WAREHOUSE, NY 0 

NY SYLVANIA CORNING PLANT, HICKSVILLE, NY 0 

NY TONAWANDA LANDFILL, NY 104,125 

OH FORMER HARSHAW CHEMICAL CO., CLEVELAND OH 14,449 

OH LUCKEY SITE, LUCKEY, OH 31,810 

OH PAINESV1LLE SITE, PAINESVILLE, OH 0 

PA SHALLOW LAND DISPOSAL AREA, PARKS TOWNSHIP, ARMSTRONG CO., P 187,165 

PA SUPERIOR STEEL SITE, CARNEGIE, PA 1 

TN BECHTEL CONTRACT FOR FUSRAP 944 


TOTAL FUSRAP 


18,888,151 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, cost estimating continue: 
to be a concern of the Subcommittee; 1 know that the Corps had tried to 
make improvements over the last several years. Are we seeing any results 
from these improvements? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes Sir. The Corps is seeing positive results. 
Starting in October 2007 the Corps has made several policy, system, and 
process improvements, which have improved our ability to produce quality 
cost estimates in our products. These improvements include: 

The implementation of a new cost and schedule risk analysis process, which 
is used by project development teams to help identify potential risk for 
establishing a project’s cost contingency and the cost of mitigation 
measures. This process has led to more accurate project cost contingencies 
and better planning cost estimates. 

Providing initial risk analysis training to all cost engineers and developing a 
detail training course on cost risk analysis offered annually. 

Developing a new policy which mandates the National Planning Centers of 
Expertise to coordinate with the Cost Engineering Directory of Expertise 
(DX) at the Walla Walla District for Agency Technical Review (ATR) of 
cost estimates, construction schedules and contingencies included in all 
decision documents requiring Congressional authorization. 

A collaborative effort to update our Civil Works cost engineering 
regulations (ER 1 1 10-2-1302 Civil Works Cost Engineering) and technical 
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documents (ETL-1 1 10-2-573 Construction Cost Estimating Guide for Civil 
Works) to ensure consistency and compatibility. 

Implementation of these cost estimating initiatives have resulted in 
considerable improvement to the consistency and structure of our cost 
estimates. They have allowed us to enforce our standard business practices 
and cost engineering tools, and have vastly improved the quality and 
reliability of cost estimates. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Should we change the cost 
estimating procedures for the planning of projects with regard to the benefit 
to cost ratio, in order to better estimate what the benefit to cost ratio would 
be? It seems, and I could be wrong here, that the estimates are generated 
using funding streams that are unlikely to ever be realized, thus we are 
making investment decisions based on what will in the end be inaccurate 
benefit to cost ratios. 

Gen. Van Antwerp: While I understand your point, it would be 
difficult to reach agreement on what alternative funding levels would be 
appropriate to assume and how to achieve consistency over time. 


22 of 131 



144 


New Orleans Recovery and Flood Damage Reduction Projects 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Secretary Darcy, I understand the 
State has not yet signed the cost sharing agreement on the replacement of 
the temporary pumps on the three major drainage canals. The Corps has 
already agreed to modify the permanent pump stations so that the State 
could install the locally preferred plan at a later date. What is the reason for 
this delay, and how does it increase the risk that the city will be unprotected 
when the next hurricane hits? 

Ms. Darcy: As of this writing, the State is reviewing and has not yet 
signed the negotiated Partnership Agreement necessary to move forward. 
Continued delay means that construction of the permanent pump stations 
will be completed at best by the fall of 2014 and result in extended risk to 
the public, as the reliability of the temporary pump stations declines over 
time. The Corps is committed to replacing the temporary pump stations and 
providing permanent 100-year risk reduction at the outfall canal. The Corps 
also supports doing so in a way that would not preclude later improvements 
to the local interior drainage system. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General Van Antwerp, as you 
know, the Appropriations Committee’s Surveys and Investigation staff 
recently completed a review of the Corps Hurricane and Storm Damage 
Risk Reduction System program in New Orleans, a project that has received 
more than $14 billion since the tragedy. While this review was just a 
snapshot, it included trends and statistics on contract execution and 
schedules that, if they were to continue, could jeopardize your ability to 
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provide the perimeter protection by the deadline of June 1, 201 1, as well as 
your ability to complete the protection with the funds currently 
appropriated. Can you update us on the status of the project as a whole, and 
perhaps after that Members might have specific questions. 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Our confidence remains high in our ability to 
deliver the 100-year system on schedule and within the funds appropriated. 
Local sponsor and other partners’ shared responsibilities are depended upon 
to include real estate interests, borrow areas, relocations and other technical 
matters, to deliver the Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk Reduction System 
(HSDRRS) to the public within the cost and schedule commitment. The total 
support and contribution of partners and stakeholders is essential to execute 
this immense and complex program. 

As of 24 February, the Corps has obligated in excess of $7.4 Billion (or 
51%) of the HSDRRS Program, including almost $2 Billion worth of direct 
contracts to small business firms. Going into hurricane season 2010, the 
Greater New Orleans - HSDRRS is better now than ever before. Our 
commitment to complete the system by June 201 1 remains aggressive, but 
achievable. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: In September 2009, the Corps 
records showed that 20 contracts, totaling $3 billion which are essential to 
the 100-year flood protection plan, will be completed after the June 1, 201 1 
deadline. I understand that of these 20 contracts you have successfully 
developed contract initiatives to mitigate delays for 7. As of September you 
had not yet developed mechanisms to deal with the remaining 1 3 contracts. 


24 of 131 



146 


Have you addressed the remaining contracts to your satisfaction in the time 
since? 


Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes, and it’s a continual and intense management 
effort. The Corps has made solid progress in advancing the schedules of 
contracts that extend beyond 1 June 2011. As of 24 February 2010, the 
Corps was actively managing 15 contracts and schedules that were projected 
to extend beyond 1 June 2011. Of these contracts, 9 are scheduled for 
completion in June/July 2011. The Corps remains confident that the 
objective of providing surge protection against a 100 year event by 1 June 
2011 will be achieved. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What success have you had in 
reducing the average delay in contract award, which depending on who 
calculates the number can average as much as 273 days? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: As of 24 February 2010, only 37 (of the 117) 
100-year construction contracts remain to be awarded for an estimated 
construction value of approximately $1.3 Billion. All of the contracts 
required to complete the 100-year Hurricane and Storm Damage Risk 
Reduction System are scheduled for award by July 2010. Some of the key 
causes for delays have been real estate acquisition, environmental 
coordination, incorporating public input into design solutions, bid protests 
and other sponsor-provided items, such as easements, relocations, rights-of- 
way, disposal areas and suitable borrow material. 
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Strategies employed to overcome major time delays included use of 
contractor- furnished borrow material, use of best-value procurements using 
time as a major evaluation factor, using the government supply contracts for 
sheet piles and borrow material, using Early Contractor Involvement (ECI) 
contracts to advance the engineering & design along with initial, early 
construction activities, such as site clearing, foundation work, and ordering 
of materials. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: How are you selecting projects 
within the system for independent peer reviews (IPRs)? I understand that 
they are selected by the program’s management team. This seems to 
introduce bias into IPR’s. On a system as important as this one, why are we 
not doing independent reviews on all aspects of the system? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps encourages independent external peer review 
(IEPR). The IEPR process provides an opportunity for a second point of 
view on issues arising in the planning and execution of water resources 
projects and can thereby lead to better solutions than the Corps could do on 
our own. The Corps and partners, to include the state and the flood 
protection authorities, collaborated on forming the IEPR plan to develop a 
comprehensive peer review plan for the HSDRRS program. The IEPR plan 
follows the protocols established by the National Academy of Sciences. 

The Corps continues to implement independent external peer review, which 
encompasses all aspects of the program including the HSDRRS Design 
Guidelines for features, such as levees, floodwalls and hydraulic structures; 
specific IEPRs of unique or complex system features, such as the IHNC 
Lake Borgne Surge Barrier, the West Closure Complex, and the Permanent 
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Canal Closures and Pump Stations; and innovative engineering methods, 
such as deep soil mixing, system armoring and barge impact criteria. Peer 
reviews of individual features include milestone reviews through design and 
construction. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What is the Corps doing to 
include local input into the program execution? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Local input informs and thereby contributes to 
successful program execution. Over the past 4 years we have conducted an 
average of 5 public meetings per month to gather public input. The Corps 
engages state, parish, and municipal governments, Flood Protection 
Authorities, Non-governmental organizations, and neighborhood 
associations, and others through a variety of regularly scheduled and ad-hoc 
meetings. Local interests as participants in project delivery teams (PDT) are 
included to develop the scope and technical requirements of the project 
features; in Bidability, Constructability, Operability and Environmental 
reviews and as participants in source selection panels to provide local input 
on proposals submitted by bidders on construction contracts. Examples 
include state and local participation on the PDTs and source selection panels 
for the IHNC Lake Borgne Surge Barrier and the West Closure Complex. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The Corps built more than $2.5 
billion into its cost estimates for escalation and contingencies, and as of 
September you had allocated more than $500 million of that to just two 
projects. Flow much remains available for other contingencies? 
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Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps remains confident in our ability to 
complete the work within the available funds. The Corps is exercising 
rigorous oversight, management and control of the appropriated funds for 
the HSDRRS program. The programmatic cost estimate reflects the risks 
variable market conditions for construction, commodities, and material 
supply costs, and thus includes funds for cost escalations and contingencies. 
Programmatically, we reserve funds for escalated values of un-awarded 
construction contracts and for contingencies that may arise during 
construction. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Should we be concerned that the 
remaining funding will not be enough to cover the remaining work, 
especially given the size and complexity' of the Inner Harbor Navigation 
Canal projects? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps remains confident in our ability to 
complete the remaining work within the funds appropriated. We are also 
committed to providing a sustainable system through application of new 
information and technology as it becomes available to refine our designs to 
meet our commitments of risk reduction for the citizens of New Orleans. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What steps is the Corps taking to 
minimize the risk to the taxpayer on the cost-plus contracts like the one on 
Lake Borgne? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps has just one cost-plus contract within 
the HSDRRS; the surge barrier at IHNC Lake Borgne. The design-build, 
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cost-plus acquisition strategy was selected for the IHNC (Lake Borgne) 
project to allow for innovated solutions, and to minimize the construction 
schedule. The Corps estimates that this method saved four years of 
additional time to deliver this project to the citizens of New Orleans East, 
the Ninth Ward, St. Bernard Parish, and Orleans Metro. To manage the total 
cost, following the design of the project a target price was established 
through extensive negotiations with the design-builder. The contractor earns 
monetary incentives to stay within the target price. In addition, the use of a 
cost plus methodology insures that the government can review and challenge 
every element of cost on the project. 

Currently, the design is 86% complete. The physical construction is over 
50% complete and is on schedule and the government is receiving high 
quality construction. Every indication is that the contractor will continue to 
meet expectations. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Finally on the topic of New 
Orleans, Madam Secretary, what is the Administration doing in this budget 
request to ensure that other cities like Sacramento or Kansas City do not 
suffer a similar fate to the one that we all had to witness in New Orleans? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: In 2006 - using the lessons from our Dam Safety 
Program - USACE created its Levee Safety Program with the mission to 
assess the integrity and viability of existing levees systems and recommend 
courses of action to make sure that those levee systems do not present 
unacceptable risks to the public, property and environment. USACE 
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subsequently launched a major effort to create a levee safety organization; 
build the tools, process and policies that support this mission. 

Important concepts around which the program is built include: 

• The number one goal of the Levee Safety Program is public safety. 

• Levee safety and communicating risk is a shared responsibility among 
federal, state, local and private partners, and extremely important so that 
individuals can make public safety decisions for themselves. 

• The Corps levee safety program provides periodic feedback about 
levee systems through rigorous inspections and assessments. 

With this in mind, the basic objectives of the USACE Levee Safety Program 
are to: (1) develop balanced and informed assessments of this nation’s 
levees; (2) evaluate, prioritize, and justify levee safety decisions; and (3) 
make recommendations to improve the safety of specific levee systems. 

In addition, the Corps has developed and is continuing to refine its 
performance criteria for projects selected for funding to reduce a significant 
risk to human safety. These include flood depth and velocity, area 
population, and amount of warning time available in the event of flooding. 
This allows prioritization of work using factors that identify the projects 
with the greatest risk. 
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Climate Change 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, I understand 
your budget request includes $10 million for a new activity titled Global 
Change Stability. We all understand the impact to water resources of 
drought and changing weather patterns, but is it appropriate in the Corps of 
Engineers? 

Ms. Darcy: The Global Change Sustainability (GCS) program is 
highly appropriate for the Corps of Engineers because it addresses the 
sustainability and resilience of built infrastructure and the natural 
environment to global changes, including demographic shifts, changing land 
use/land cover, climate change, and changing social values and economic 
conditions. All of these changes can combine in unpredictable ways to result 
in potentially surprising or abrupt changes that can pose a threat to public 
health and safety, the Nation’s water resources infrastructure, and natural 
ecosystems. The Corps plans to develop a proactive, nationally consistent 
and regionally sensitive framework of actions that will reduce the risks of 
global change to Corps projects in the future. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Can you explain what the Corps 
plans to do with this funding and why it should get funding in a constrained 
fiscal environment, when projects like Sacramento River Bank Protection, 
that has a benefit to cost ratio of 22.2: 1 , or New York New Jersey Harbor, 
with a benefit to cost ratio of 2.7:1 and is nearing completion, are cut from 
last year? 
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Ms. Darcy: In addition to addressing short-term requirement, such as 
costs to complete ongoing projects, it is important to look down the road and 
begin to address high priority, long-term issues. The Global Change 
Sustainability (GCS) program will develop a comprehensive strategy to 
address the effects of global processes on Corps projects and systems. These 
long-term issues will impact costs, and addressing them in a coordinated 
way will enable greater efficiency in project-planning moving forward. The 
GCS supports projects by developing methods, policies, tools, and processes 
to integrate global change considerations in project planning, design, and 
operations. The sustainability and resilience of levee systems can be 
impacted by global changes that result in altered hydrology and river flow, 
changes to the intensity, timing, and frequency of floods, and modified 
sediment transport and geomorphologic processes. These global changes 
may include changing sea level, as well as changes in storm surge, wave 
heights and storm power impacting structures and inlet systems; altered 
storm patterns and direction; changes in annual and inter-annual cycles of 
forcing events; sediment movement impacts resulting in near shore profile 
changes, ebb tidal shoal changes, and structure foundation scour; and ice 
loss impacts on previously unexposed coastlines. It’s important to protect 
the sustainability of our investments. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Have you made any changes 
recently in how the Corps incorporates risk due to climate change into 
project planning? 

Ms. Darcy: Yes. The Corps approach to managing risk due to climate 
change is heavily influenced by the findings of the Interagency Performance 
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Evaluation Task Force (1PET) following Hurricane Katrina. The primary 
requirement was to incorporate new and changing information that could 
affect public safety and project performance. Changes include the following: 

• Since coastal climate issues such as sea-level change, storm surge, and 
altered wave climates are so closely tied to measurements, the Corps 
embarked on a multi-phase project, first addressing datum issues, then 
providing guidance on reducing coastal climate risks. The Corps instituted a 
nationwide vertical datum (elevation) and subsidence standard developed in 
collaboration with NOAA and USGS. All new planning projects will comply 
with the nationwide datum and subsidence standard. This standard is 
implemented in accordance with three new guidance documents. 

• The Corps then provided new guidance on planning and engineering 
to account for sea-level change that supersedes the previous planning 
guidance for sea-level change. The Corps recently embarked on a related 
guidance document. Additional guidance for both planning and engineering 
will build on these and on existing guidance. 

• For inland projects, where climate change can impact hydrology, we 
collaborated with Reclamation, NOAA, and USGS to develop a report 
“Climate Change and Water Resources Management: A Federal 
Perspective,” published as USGS Circular 1331 in February 2009. The 
report showed that climate change could affect all sectors of water resources 
management, and laid out required changes to improve resilience in the face 
of changing climate. The Corps prepared two user needs documents in 
collaboration with the Bureau of Reclamation that identify science and 
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engineering gaps for long-term planning and management and the use of 
weather and climate forecasts in operations. These two reports will form the 
basis for updated USACE guidance for planning, design, and operations. 

• The Corps also hosted, in collaboration with other agencies, a 
workshop with national and international experts to answer fundamental 
questions by USACE planners and engineers: how to plan and design water 
resources projects in a changing - non-stationary — environment. Based on 
this workshop, and in conjunction with a study of current flexibility in 
reservoir control curves. The Corps is preparing new guidance on how to 
plan, design, and operate projects in non-stationary conditions. 

• The Corps is also active in the climate change mitigation area, both 
before and since the issuance of Executive Order 13514 (Federal Leadership 
in Environmental, Energy and Economic Performance) in October 2009. The 
Corps provided reduction targets for Scope 1 and 2 greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions in January 2010. The Corps is working on methods, policies, and 
processes to conduct the GHG inventories for these two scopes, to support 
the Scope 3 target due in June 2010, and to perform GHG wedge analyses 
for emission controls. 
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Dredging 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madame Secretary, this budget 
includes $25 million for the Dredges McFarland and Wheeler, including 
$21 million for their ready reserve crews. I’ve heard the arguments in favor 
of keeping these dredges available, but I want to examine the economics of 
this situation. Let’s take the Wheeler, for instance. According to your 
department, the Wheeler has been deployed 23 times over the last 13 
years. . .an average of almost twice a year, for roughly two weeks each time. 
That would mean it’s been in service for 322 or so days over that time 
period. Assuming the $10 million or so per year that the Corps has been 
requesting for maintaining its crews, that’s $130 million expended for 322 
days of work. Doing the math, that’s $403,726 per day of work. I’m told the 
private sector can do the same work for $100,000 per day. Flow does it 
make sense to spend four times as much to keep dredges on ready reserve? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: For Fiscal Years 1998 through 2009, the Hopper 
Dredge Wheeler was called out of ready reserve on 22 occasions and worked 
392 days for those call-outs. In addition, the dredge worked 605 training 
days during that period. Training occurs at a time and place with a need for 
dredging, so the work performed during training must also be considered. 
That brings the total to 997 days of actual dredging during the period. In FY 
2010, the Corps is charging the projects on which these dredges perform 
such work around $95,000 per day. 

The FY 201 1 Budget includes $21 million to keep the Corps Hopper 
Dredges McFarland and Wheeler in ready reserve status. The Hopper 
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Dredge McFarland was first placed in ready reserve in FY 2010. In ready 
reserve status, the Hopper Dredges Wheeler and McFarland are kept at the 
dock, with sufficient crew to respond to any unforeseen requirement within 
72 hours for approximately six continuous weeks of work. The dredges are 
maintained in a fully operational state and periodically perform routine 
dredging operations to test equipment and keep the crew trained and 
prepared. The dredges are placed in an active status when there is a need for 
them to perform work when private industry fails to submit a responsive or 
responsible bid for advertised dredging, or where industry has failed to 
perform under an existing contract. 

A case in point is the current high water event on the lower 
Mississippi River, where both dredges have been called out and are working 
along with the available industiy dredges to keep the lower Mississippi 
River open. 

In FY 2009, the total costs to operate the Hopper Dredges Wheeler 
and McFarland were approximately $21 million and $16 million, 
respectively. Under current law, these two dredges are used like a fire truck. 
They are restricted to responding to emergencies, plus a limited number of 
training days. This raises the daily rates higher than what they would 
otherwise be if the dredges were allowed to work more days. When 
activated, these dredges are funded from the Operation and Maintenance 
appropriation from the projects for which work is being performed. When in 
ready reserve standby, the dredges will be funded from the $21 million 
requested in the budget. In either case, the costs are eligible for 
reimbursement from the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund. 
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Navigation 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, it is my understanding 
that our country’s navigation infrastructure is facing an investment gap in 
the billions of dollars - perhaps tens of billions. 

• What is your most recent estimate for the backlog? 

• Given this situation, why does this budget actually cut funding 
for navigation, while increasing funding for environmental 
projects? 

• In terms of value-added for our nation’s security and economy, 
is this a rational allocation of scarce resources? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: In addition to the amounts appropriated 
previously and the funding in the FY 201 1 Budget, the Corps estimates that 
it would cost $3,482 billion more to complete construction of all of the 
coastal navigation projects that have started construction and $4,175 billion 
more to complete construction of all inland waterways projects that have 
started. 

In the O&M program, the mix of maintenance work changes from year to 
year. The Corps does not keep track of a backlog of maintenance work as 
such on an ongoing basis. Instead, it compiles a new estimate each year of 
the sum of all amounts not funded that the individual project managers say 
they could efficiently obligate by the end of the fiscal year. 
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The FY 2011 Budget includes $1,328 billion in funding for the navigation 
portion of the O&M program - $0,749 billion for coastal navigation and 
$0,579 billion for the inland waterways. The sum of the amounts of new 
budget authority that the Corps project managers say they can efficiently 
obligate by the end of FY 20 1 1 for navigation maintenance is $2,262 billion 
more - $1,509 billion for coastal navigation and $0,753 billion for the inland 
waterways. This other potential work is, in our view, a lower priority than 
the work funded in the Budget. Also, the maximum that the Civil Works 
program as a whole can efficiently obligate is less than the sum of the 
estimates provided by the project managers. 

Regarding your second and third questions, the Civil Works budget must 
address other missions of the Corps as well. The Corps believes this Budget 
best addresses the overall needs of the nation within the resources available. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, this is a 
question that was asked last year, but given your new position, I’d like to 
ask it again to get your insights. Over the course of the last year or so, the 
Congress, and the nation, has discussed various infrastructure investments 
that might contribute to short term employment needs and the underlying 
strength of our economy. In this discussion, there was little, if any, mention 
of the role our harbors and inland waterway transportation systems play in 
our economic destiny. Further, while we are discussing the policy 
implications of different carbon taxes or incentives, it seems that at least 
some of the maritime transportation system has significant advantages. Do 
you have any thoughts on how we change this circumstance? 
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Ms. Darcy: Waterborne transportation certainly has a role to play in 
meeting the freight transportation needs of the Nation. Where bulk 
commodity shipments originate or terminate near an inland waterway, 
waterborne transportation is often an environmentally friendly way to carry 
cargo. However, the fuel use per ton mile advantage for waterborne 
transportation may be offset by other factors such as a longer overall trip. 
Fuel use is highly specific to origin and destination, modes, and route, all of 
which in turn may vary depending upon the alternatives available to the 
originator of the movement, the shipper, and the intermediate and end users. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General Van Antwerp, as you are 
aware, low-use channels and harbors are not budgeted by the 
Administration, yet many of these projects are critical from various other 
perspectives such as the delivery of fuel to power plants and safety in cases 
where a Coast Guard facility is a user. The Congress appropriated 
approximately $1,425 million for a long term option assessment for low use 
navigation. Can you update the Subcommittee on the status of this 
appropriation, what the Corps is doing, and what analysis might result from 
this effort? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: For the assessment, we are now first developing 
the framework for analysis. The intent is to identify and explore a range of 
possible long-term options for funding and managing low-use navigation 
facilities, with emphasis on alternative ways for sponsors and users to fund 
their projects and to achieve efficiencies in project management. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madame Secretary, I was 
interested to see in your budget request that the navigation and flood control 
programs were cut from last year’s levels. Among your major programs, 
only aquatic restoration was increased. Are we to conclude from this budget 
request that the Administration feels that we’ve over-invested in our 
navigation and flood protection systems? 

Ms. Darcy: No. Rather, the Administration believes that it is prudent 
to provide additional resources to the aquatic ecosystem restoration program, 
particularly in the coastal Louisiana area. 
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Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madame Secretary, the balance of the 
Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund (HMTF) continues to grow, by as much as 
$800 million per year. The projected balance for fiscal year 2011 is nearly 
$6 billion. Yet the dredging needs at our harbors continue to grow. I’m 
especially sensitive to this because of my support for the New York-New 
Jersey Harbor, but this is a nation-wide need. One estimate is that the most 
used federal channels only have the fully authorized depths available for the 
center half of the channel 30-40% of the time. 1 The other half of this is that 
we’re spending roughly four times more per day to keep federally-owned 
dredges on ready reserve than if we were to hire private firms to do the 
same day of work. Could we encourage the private sector to buy more 
dredges by using our HMTF funds to increase work at our ports and 
harbors? 

Ms. Darcy: The private sector will react to market conditions and 
available work when making decisions to invest in additional equipment. 

In the past, some companies temporarily took dredges out of service or sent 
them overseas because there was not enough dredging work to keep the 
equipment working. The industry purchased additional equipment and 
brought equipment back from overseas to handle the increased workload in 
FY 2009 provided by the Recovery Act and Supplemental appropriations. 
However, without a long-term increase in funding for dredging, the industry 
is not likely to make significant increases in its fleet size. They would need 

1 American Association of Port Authorities, "Harbor Maintenance Tax”, http://aapa.files.cms- 
plus.com/PDFs/09AAPAPolicyPositionHMT.pdf. 
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to determine if the investment necessary to build more dredges would 
provide them a sufficient rate of return on the investment. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Can we expect an increase in the 
amount of budgetary resources going toward dredging? 

Ms. Darcy: The Budget addresses maintenance needs across the 
entire spectrum of our projects. Dredging is just one of the activities to be 
considered in the overall budget development. 
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Inland Waterways Trust Fund (IWTF) 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The Corps has been working with 
the waterways user community to develop a plan to recapitalize the Inland 
Waterways Transportation System. Would you bring us up to date on the 
status of these discussions? 

Ms. Darcy: The Corps has provided staff support and analysis to 
representatives of the Inland Waterways Users Board and is helping them to 
draft an Inland Marine Transportation System (IMTS) Capital Projects 
Business Model report (IMTS Report). The report is scheduled to be 
finalized and submitted to the IWUB in April 2010. At this point, neither 
the Corps nor the Army supports, or has accepted or endorsed, this report. I 
understand that there is a preliminary report that was recently discussed at 
the Inland Waterways Users Board (IWUB). Madam Secretary, you mention 
in your testimony that neither the Army nor the Corps supports any 
alternative to the lock usage fee, are there elements of this report you could 
embrace? 

Ms. Darcy: The Army will review the final IMTS Report when the 
Inland Waterways Users Board submits it to my office. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Has the IWUB taken any position 
on this report? 

Ms. Darcy: The IWUB voted to endorse the recommendations of the 
draft IMTS Report at its December 2009 meeting. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Is it recommended or 
acknowledged that the Trust Fund revenues would have to increase to meet 
future needs? 

Ms. Darcy: I believe that the IWUB understands the need to 
increase Trust Fund revenues. However, it seeks to address the revenue 
shortfall primarily by reducing the scope of the non-federal cost-sharing 
responsibilities. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Do you believe that industry 
would support an increase in the fuel tax as I understand this report will 
recommend? Why shouldn’t the tax be indexed to inflation? 

Ms. Darcy: Many industry representatives have indicated their 
support for the recommendations in the draft IMTS report as a total package. 
The recommendations of the draft report address the revenue shortfall 
primarily by reducing the scope of the non-federal cost-sharing 
responsibilities, but also include a modest increase in the fuel tax. With 
regard to your second question, the Administration’s legislative proposal 
includes a provision to adjust the user fee automatically over time to reflect 
the actual capital costs incurred. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What steps will the 
Administration take this year to improve IWTF revenues in lieu of this 
report? 
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Ms. Darcy: The President’s FY 201 1 Budget states its support for a 
new long-term funding mechanism to increase revenues to the IWTF 
sufficiently to meet the cost-sharing authorized in the Water Resources 
Development Act of 1986. Also, the Administration previously submitted 
such a proposal for a lock user fee to the Congress, which over time would 
replace the current fuel tax. That proposed legislation remains available for 
action by Congress. And, as I have said, 1 will review the final IMTS Report 
when the IWUB submits it to my office. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: I understand part of the proposal 
is to look to other beneficiaries of the dams for cost-share and a cap on cost- 
sharing from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund. Why should we give the 
industry a cap on costs and what does it mean to the rest of the Corps 
projects? Are there any other instances where we cap the total liability of the 
contributing parties? 

Ms. Darcy: The proposed cap on the non-federal contribution could 
set a precedent. No other Civil Works program area has such a cap. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Would the Corps attempt to 
capture additional cost share from these other beneficiaries or would the 
federal share of the cost share simply increase? 

Ms. Darcy: On the busiest inland waterways ( the Mississippi River, 
the Ohio River, the Illinois Waterway, and the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway, 
which handle about 90 percent of all inland waterways commercial traffic), 
the Federal government constructed the dams to support commercial 
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navigation. That is why the Inland Waterways Trust Fund finances one-half 
of the capital costs for all work on these dams. On other inland waterways, 
such as the navigable reaches of the Columbia and Missouri Rivers, the 
dams truly serve multiple purposes. For these waterways, the Trust Fund 
only finances one-half of a portion of the capital costs, based on the share of 
the work that is allocable to navigation. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: If the federal share would 
increase, it would be paid by taxpayers nationwide. Why should a taxpayer 
far away from the resource have to pay for someone else’s local benefit? 

Ms. Darcy: I will consider your point when I review the final IMTS 

Report. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Congress directed the Corps in the fiscal 
year 2008 omnibus bill to develop a comprehensive capital expense policy to 
distinguish between activities funded in the Construction account and those 
routine maintenance activities properly funded in Operation and 
Maintenance. I understand that one of the proposals for the Inland Waterway 
System is to fully fund any cost under $100 million from Operation and 
Maintenance. Why does the Corps continue to be in a reactionary mode? 

This Subcommittee instructed the Corps years ago to develop a 
comprehensive policy on the question of what is properly O&M and what is 
a capital expense. How will this proposal be made consistent with the policy 
that the Corps has been “developing” over the last 2 years for the rest of the 
Corps projects? 
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Ms. Darcy: The Army has not yet developed such a comprehensive 
policy. The IMTS proposal would exempt nearly all inland waterways 
rehabilitation work from cost sharing. This would represent a significant 
change from current policy, and its implications both for the inland 
waterways program and for our other program areas would need to be 
carefully considered. 
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Beaches 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: I’m pleased to see that this budget 
request continues funds for both beach nourishment and re-nourishment. 
How did you determine which projects to include and which to exclude? 

Ms. Darcy: Beach nourishment and re-nourishment work competed 
with all other construction work on an equal basis. The highest performing 
projects - beach projects and non-beach projects alike - were included in the 
FY 201 1 Budget. With regard to the flood and storm damage risk reduction 
program, which includes beach projects, the Budget funded projects with a 
BCR of greater than 2.5 and those that address a significant risk to human 
safety. It also funded projects with ongoing legal requirements and beach 
replenishment work to mitigate the effects of the operation of a Federal 
navigation project. 
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Hydropower 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, I think very 
few Americans know that the Corps maintains dams that produce electricity 
from hydropower. The fiscal year 2010 appropriation directed the Corps to 
provide a five to ten year plan for hydropower facility upgrades that provide 
additional generating capacity while being cognizant of environmental 
values. Can you tell me what the status of the report is and when we can 
expect to receive the report? 

Ms. Darcy: The Corps is currently developing a long-term plan for 
hydropower facility improvements that will address increases in efficiency 
and generating capacity upgrades when shown to be prudent, while also 
considering environmental values. This effort is entitled the Hydropower 
Modernization Initiative (HMI), which received $1.9 million in funding in 
the FY 2010 appropriations under the heading Regional Programs, 
“Nationwide Evaluation of Hydropower Rehab.” 

The primary objective of the study is to develop a benefits prioritization 
model that will identify needs and opportunities for efficiency increases and 
capacity upgrades among all Corps hydropower facilities. Needs are based 
on project condition, consequences of that condition, safety and 
environmental considerations. 

During FY 2009 the Corps conducted the first phase of the HMI. The result 
of the first phase was a report on the evaluation of six hydropower plants 
with the greatest needs and opportunities. Phase II of HMI will evaluate the 
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Corps’ remaining hydropower assets and develop a long-term capital 
investment strategy. The HMI is scheduled to be completed in September 
2010 . 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Last year we encouraged the 
Administration to pursue additional hydropower technology investments, 
but the amount requested for the hydropower business line has decreased 1 0 
percent from the fiscal year 2010 request. What is the reason for this 
decrease? 

Ms. Darcy: The 201 1 funding level reflects a practical, effective, and 
a sound use of the Nation’s resources and focuses on key investments that 
are in the best interest of the Nation. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, how does the Corps coordinate 
and work with the Department of Energy on hydropower issues? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps works very closely with DOE through 
the Power Marketing Administrations (PMA) to deliver energy to their 
power customers. There is daily coordination in each PMA region to 
accomplish this task. At the headquarters level, the Corps and DOE are 
collaborating on efforts to complete a resource assessment of hydropower 
potential across the nation. In addition, as part of the Federal hydropower 
family, the Corps, DOE, and the Bureau of Reclamation are in negotiations 
on a Memorandum of Understanding to further collaborate on ways to help 
meet the Nation’s future energy needs while providing significant benefits to 
the environment and the economy by building a long-term working 
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relationship, prioritizing similar goals, and aligning ongoing and future 
energy efforts. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What are the relative strengths of 
both organizations? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Department of Energy is involved in 
marketing the power generated from Corps hydropower facilities. Its 
activities include operation and maintenance of Federal transmission 
facilities, and some research and development. The Corps involvement 
relates to the planning, design, construction, and operation and maintenance 
of water resources projects which include hydropower facilities; and limited 
research and development of hydropower equipment. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Given these strengths, what is the 
logical delineation of tasks between the two to play to those strengths? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The respective responsibilities of the Corps and 
the Power Marketing Administrations are set forth in law, sir. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Is this reflected in the current 
budget request? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes Sir. The FY 201 1 Budget reflects the 
current distribution of responsibilities. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madame Secretary, I think it’s 
clear that new large hydropower facilities are unlikely to be built in the 
United States any time soon. However, efficiency and capacity at existing 
sites can be increased, resulting in more clean electricity with no new 
environmental impacts. What is your hydropower research and development 
doing not just to improve existing technology, but to develop new, 
innovative technologies that can be installed at existing sites? 

Ms. Darcy: The goal of the hydropower research and development 
program is to improve the capability, reliability, and safety of the Corps 
hydropower infrastructure by developing or advancing state-of-the-art 
technology, innovative practices, and operational improvements. Current 
efforts address issues with existing hydropower equipment, including the 
potential to replace our petroleum-based turbine lubricating oil with more 
environmentally acceptable oils, cavitation resistant coatings for turbines, 
and generator shaft stress analysis to determine the potential for increased 
generator loading. 

In coordination with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
and non-Federal hydropower developers, the Corps is playing a role in the 
development and installation of emerging hydropower technologies such as 
hydrokinetics, tidal and wave energy generators. The first commercially 
operated hydrokinetic unit was installed on Lock & Dam #2 near Hastings, 
MN in FY 2009. The Corps also seeks to capture as much energy as 
possible at its facilities, after meeting the other authorized project purposes. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madame Secretary, largely due to 
its flood protection work the Corps has the institutional knowledge within 
the federal government of tidal patterns and zones. Can this information 
help identify tidal power resources? 

Ms. Darcy: The Corps is knowledgeable about tidal patterns and 
zones, along with other Federal agencies, such as the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. 
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Great Lakes 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: At last year’s hearing, I believe 
the Corps talked about its seven year plan to restore the Great Lakes 
Navigation System to its “functional dimensions.” What is the status of that 
plan, and how was it integrated into the fiscal year 201 1 budget? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: A seven year plan for all of the commercial 
harbors and channels of the Great Lakes would entail dredging between 
5.0M and 6.5M cubic yards each year to remove the annual sediment load 
and a portion of the built up sediment. In FY 2009, funds allocated from the 
FY 2009 Omnibus Bill plus ARRA allowed the Corps to dredge 5.2M cubic 
yards. Funds appropriated in FY 2010 will allow dredging of approximately 
3.0M cubic yards. The FY 2011 Budget includes funds to dredging 
approximately 2.7M cubic yards. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: It is my understanding that the 
Corps’ seven year plan includes a funding level of $65 - $70 million for 
seven years for dredging; how do you justify the proposed fiscal year 201 1 
dredging number of $32 million given this estimate of need? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps operates and maintains projects across 
the country. It allocates the available funding to produce as much value as 
possible for the nation from the Civil Works program as a whole. The Corps 
prioritizes O&M work for funding using risk informed decisions to improve 
reliability and provide economic benefits. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Is the rest of the country funded 
at less than 50% of what is required to provide fully functioning navigation 
channels? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: In the commercial navigation program, we focus 
on harbors and waterways that have high volumes of commerce. The Corps 
believes this approach makes good use of the available resources and 
provides for commercial goods to reach the market and contribute to the 
economic well being of the Nation. Most of the other coastal ports and 
harbors are not maintained to their full depths and widths year round. 
Priority for funding is given to the top 59 coastal projects, which carry over 
10 million tons of commerce each year and account for 90 percent of the 
volume of commerce moving through our nations ports. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The combination of regular 2009 
funding ($1 13.5 million) and Recovery Act funding ($72.4 million) resulted 
in a funding level significantly more than what you are currently proposing. 
Was the Corps able to fully execute on the $186 million in 2009? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes Sir. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: How many cubic yards were 
removed from the backlog with the money? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Approximately 2M cubic yards (net) of the 
dredging “backlog” were removed in FY09. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Did it result in a decrease in the 
cost per cubic yard? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: That is difficult to say, since a number of factors 
contribute to the cost, including fuel prices, the general state of the economy, 
dredge availability, the location and depth of dredging, and disposal 
methods. In some cases, however, we were able to achieve economies of 
scale with these funds. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: How many jobs in the Great 
Lakes Region were saved or created as a result of the robust 2009 funding, 
and why wouldn’t you continue to maintain that funding level in one of the 
most economically depressed regions of the country? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Based on a Corps estimate that each $1 billion in 
funding supports 8,000 direct jobs and 20,400 indirect jobs, $186 million 
would support an estimated total of 5,300 jobs. Under this methodology, the 
same amount spent elsewhere would support a comparable number of jobs. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Given the proposed funding level, 
how long will it take to restore the Great Lakes to “fully functional” 
dimensions? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Under the funding level for Great Lakes 
proposed in the FY 20 1 1 Budget, the dredging backlog would increase by 
approximately 0.5M cubic yards. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: If natural forces in the Great 
Lakes deposit 3.3 million cubic yards per year in Federal channels and it 
costs approximately $40 million a year to remove that sediment, how many 
more cubic yards will be deposited in the Great Lakes with the current 
funding proposal of $32 million? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The FY 201 1 budget funding level of $32.8M for 
Great Lakes dredging will remove approximately 2.7M cubic yards, 
resulting in a net increase in the dredging backlog of approximately 0.5M 
cubic yards. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What will be the economic and 
environmental cost to the Great Lakes region if ships are increasingly light- 
loaded due to the shortfall? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Even a rough estimate would be difficult to 
determine because shoaling conditions and their impacts vary depending on 
such local factors as storm events. However, the Corps seeks to allocate the 
available funding for commercial navigation project maintenance to best 
meet commercial navigation needs. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: How effective were the Great 
Lakes regional funding provisions added by Congress beginning in fiscal 
year 2008 and continued in 2009 and 2010? 
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Gen. Van Antwerp: The regional dredging provisions provided in 
2008-2010 provided sufficient flexibility to enable the Corps to determine 
the best allocation of funds in the year of execution. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Did they allow additional 
flexibility to the process, and were stakeholders satisfied? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes, these regional provisions allowed flexibility for 
the Corps to work with stakeholders, local officials, and Congressional 
members to determine how best to allocate the funds, considering the then 
current conditions and the user needs. Budget estimates typically are 
developed two years in advance of the year of execution. Conditions on the 
Great Lakes can change dramatically in those two years. Does this process 
make sense on a State, Basin or Regional level? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: This process works at any of these levels but 
would be most effective on a regional level, so needs and conditions can be 
evaluated across the entire Great Lakes basin. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Would that be one way to clear 
the backlog of the Great Lakes Navigation System? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: One could address the dredging backlog either on 
a project basis or a regional basis. As stated above, providing funding on a 
regional basis increases the effectiveness of the use of the available funds. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Please provide for the record how 
these funds were allocated among individual projects. 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The FY08 S6.544M Great Lakes wide commercial 
project regional dredging provision was allocated as follows: 


Ashtabula, OH 
Duluth, MN 
Fairport, OH 
Huron, OH 
Monroe, MI 
Muskegon, MI 
Oswego, NY 
Rouge River, MI 
St Joseph, MI 
St Mary’s River, MI 
The FY08 $1,564 Lake Superior 
allocated as follows: 


$947,000 

$725,000 

$900,000 

$807,000 

$200,000 

$200,000 

$640,000 

$600,000 

$525,000 

$1,000,000 

Harbor dredging provision was 


Little Lake, MI 

$275,000 

Cornucopia, WI 

$91,000 

Port Wing, WI 

$130,000 

Grand Marais, MN 

$438,000 

Big Bay, MI 

$190,000 

Whitefish Point, MI 

$240,000 

Saxon, WI 

$200,000 
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The $5.0M Michigan regional dredging provision was allocated as follows: 


Arcadia 

$30,000 

Bay Port 

$60,000 

Black River 

$245,000 

Caseville 

$575,000 

Grand Traverse 

$281,000 

Leland 

$160,000 

Les Cheneaux 

$1,940,000 

Manistee 

$420,000 

Pentwater 

$45,000 

Point Lookout 

$1,084,000 

Frankfort 

$60,000 


In FY 2010, a $6.0M regional provision was provided for dredging harbors 
in Michigan and a $1.9M regional provision was provided for Lake Superior 
Small Harbor operation and maintenance. Allocation of those funds has not 
been finalized as of this date. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: In fiscal year 2009, Congress 
appropriated $17 million to begin construction on a replacement lock at 
Sault Ste. Marie, Michigan. For some reason, the Corps of Engineers did 
not allocate any money to this “shovel ready” project with ARRA funding, 
thus denying the region thousands of jobs. It is also clear that the 
Administration has not proposed any funding for the project in 2010 or in 
2011. Given that 70% of the U.S.-Flag capacity is restricted to that single 
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point of failure, what is the Corps’ contingency plan for an extended 
outage? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: An outage at the Poe could result from a failure 
of a minor component or a failure of a major component such as a gate 
failure due to collision or terrorist act. Failure of a minor component could 
be resolved in a matter of hours or days. Failure of a major component such 
as a gate would result in an extended outage. If a gate must be replaced, the 
Corps has plans in place to repair or replace the gate. However, under the 
best of circumstances, it would likely take a minimum of 45 days to get the 
Poe back in operation after a major failure to a gate. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Do you have contracts in place to 
execute the plan? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps does not have contracts in place 
because each potential failure scenario is unique and would have to be 
addressed on an individual basis. 
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Asian Carp 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madame Secretary, I would like to 
take a few minutes to talk about Asian Carp and the Great Lakes. First I 
would like to thank you for the work you did to secure $13.5 million from 
EPA’s Great Lakes Initiative that was necessary for emergency measures. 
Your efforts are very much appreciated. Can you take a few minutes to 
speak to what the Corps is doing to exclude Asian Carp from the Great 
Lakes? 

Ms. Darcy: The Corps is taking a multi-pronged approach to prevent 
Asian carp from entering Lake Michigan. Barriers I and IIA remain in 
operation. The Corps has expedited construction on Barrier IIB, condensing 
a two year construction project to one year. The construction of Barrier IIB 
allows the Corps to maintain a 2V/in electrical field in the Chicago Sanitary 
and Ship Canal (CSSC) during routine maintenance of the barrier system. 
Barrier IIB is scheduled for completion in September 2010. The Corps is 
conducting extensive monitoring to locate the leading edge of the Asian carp 
population. Both environmental DNA (eDNA) testing and traditional 
monitoring techniques are being utilized. Positive Asian carp DNA results 
above the barrier direct the efforts of the traditional monitoring to locate a 
live Asian carp. The Corps is utilizing the Barrier Efficacy Studies (Interim 
I, II, III, IIIA, and Final) as well as the Great Lakes Mississippi River 
Interbasin Study to evaluate short-term and long-tenn measures that may 
reduce the risk of invasive species to the aquatic ecosystems of the Great 
Lakes and Mississippi River basins. Some of the measures being 
implemented include fencing and barricades to prevent bypasses; others 
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being studied include modifying lock operations, installing acoustic bubble 
barriers, and other measures. The Army is also working in partnership with 
other Federal and State agencies through the Asian Carp Regional 
Coordinating Council. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The new eDNA testing has shown 
the presence of Asian Carp DNA on the lake side of the fish barrier. What 
does this testing tell us? 

Ms. Darcy: The new eDNA testing can provide an indication of the 
leading edge of the Asian Carp migration up the Illinois River and Chicago 
Area Waterways. At present, the Corps has an indication that there is Asian 
carp DNA lakeside of the fish barrier in the Chicago Area Waterway System 
(CAWS). The technology does not tell anyone how eDNA was transported 
there or where it came from, but is an indicator of its presence. There are a 
number of possible vectors that could be responsible for the presence of 
Asian Carp eDNA: it could have been transported in ballast water being 
discharged by barges, come from the effluent from waste water treatment 
plants, dead Asian carp, live Asian carp, local markets that sell Asian carp, 
or fertilizer. The eDNA technology also does not indicate how recently a 
fish was in the area, how many fish are in the area or from where the fish 
came or to where the fish are moving. The eDNA calibration testing, to be 
completed spring 2011, will hopefully help answer some of these questions 
and allow the Corps to better understand the magnitude of the threat of 
Asian carp reaching Lake Michigan. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: I understand that eDNA has not 
been used in this sort of an application before. What confidence do you have 
that these samples provide actionable intelligence? 

Ms. Darcy: While this particular application of the technology is new, 
DNA testing is a proven science that has been utilized for decades. Testing 
has been done to identify low density populations of frogs in ponds that 
would have been otherwise undetectable using traditional methods of 
detection such as sightings or trapping. This current application to Asian 
Carp eDNA is an incremental increase on existing, proven technologies. The 
Corps is confident that Asian carp DNA is in the positive samples collected 
by University of North Dakota (UND) but unsure as to whether a positive 
sample reflects the presence of a live Asian carp. For the time being the 
Corps is directing its actions with the assumption that a positive eDNA 
sample constitutes an indication that measures should be considered to 
reduce the threat of Asian Carp to the Great Lakes. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: I understand there is a backlog in 
processing the eDNA samples that have been taken over the last several 
months. What is the Corps doing to address this backlog so we have the best 
available information? 

Ms. Darcy: There is no longer a backlog of eDNA samples to 
process. Initially, UND eDNA processing capability was limited to 40 
samples per week which has since been upgraded to 60 samples per week. In 
April, UND will transfer the eDNA technology to the Engineer Research 
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and Development Center (ERDC) which will have the capability to process 
up to 1 20 eDNA samples per week. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General Van Antwerp, I 
understand the Corps has some initial information on the feasibility, 
effectiveness and consequences of the closure of the locks. Will you speak to 
the technical aspects of the lock closure? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The current operations at Chicago and O’Brien 
Locks allow for the passage of any vessel that arrives at those locks at any 
time (show and go lockages). The Corps is considering changing that policy 
to one of scheduled lockages where there will be designated times for traffic 
to pass through the locks. A scheduled lockage policy exists for some of the 
locks operated by the Corps throughout the US and commercial and 
recreational vessels coordinate their movements in accordance with the 
schedule. However, the Corps is aware that any changes to the lock 
schedules for Chicago and TJ O’Brien will impact navigation and industry. 
The Corps has discussed this issue with the navigation industry and its lock 
operators to determine an acceptable impact level and how frequently the 
locks must operate to transit the current volume of traffic within the Chicago 
Area Waterways. If determined feasible, and approved by the Army under 
Section 126 authority, scheduled lockages will allow the Corps in 
conjunction with IDNR, 1EPA, and USFWS to conduct extensive 
monitoring and testing for the presence of Asian Carp in the waterways, and 
also to take proactive steps if Asian Carp are recovered lakeward of the 
Electric Barriers. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Has the Corps evaluated the 
economic impact of taking such action? How would such a restriction on 
commerce impact employment/jobs in Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin and 
Michigan? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps is evaluating the impact of such 
actions from a regional perspective, but not on a state by state basis. The 
Corps has determined that there could be potential for significant impact to 
industry and the jobs associated with those industries. However, the extent 
of the impact would depend on the actions taken. However, further 
evaluations and coordination are underway to determine the best course of 
action, i.e., actions that would protect the environment and reduce impacts to 
navigation and commerce. Not enough is known at this time to determine 
what course of action would have the least impact on jobs and the greatest 
deterrence on Asian carp migration. When additional evaluations are 
completed, the Corps will be better able to quantify the affects of potential 
actions. 

In lieu of a government study, a report prepared by Martin Associate for the 
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation in 2001 has been used in 
the interim as a metric to measure regional economic impacts. The 
"Economic Impact Study of the Great Lakes St. Lawrence Seaway System, 
August 1 , 200 1 ", herein referred to as the Martin Report, is a study of the 
economic impacts of 16 U.S. ports on the Great Lakes St. Lawrence Seaway 
System. The basis of this report was taken from comprehensive phone 
interviews of more than 380 individual firms providing maritime services at 
the ports and computerized modeling. 
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The Martin Report found that in 2000, 43,968 full time jobs were directly 
created by port activities. By way of detailed analysis, the Martin Report 
was able to relate the 43,968 jobs created to specific commodities, see 
Exhibit II-4 of the Martin Report. Direct jobs related to the port activities 
associated with the commodity movements at the Chicago and O'Brien 
Locks, using the Martin Report data, are about 1 ,700 full time jobs. Each of 
these 1,700 full time jobs creates additional jobs throughout the Great Lake 
region. These direct jobs supported about 2,300 indirect jobs (firms directly 
dependent upon the vessel and cargo activities) and another 2,300 induced 
jobs (housing, food, entertainment, health care, etc) in the 8-state region. 
Related jobs, as defined in the Martin Report, are those jobs related to the 
shipment of cargo on the Great Lakes. There are about 4,500 Related jobs 
associated with the Chicago and O'Brien Locks. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What do we know about the Great 
Lakes as a viable habitat for Asian Carp? That is, are they expected to 
reproduce as we have seen on the Mississippi River system, or is there a 
fundamental difference in their habitat needs that will not be met in the 
Great Lakes. I understand there has been a population of Asian Carp in Lake 
Erie for more than a decade. 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The scientific community is divided as to whether 
the Great Lakes are a viable habitat for Asian carp. If bighead and silver 
carps did get into Lake Michigan, they could very well spread to the rivers 
that flow into Lake Michigan. It would take a long time for these fish to 
disperse to the other Great Lakes, and a good chance that they could never 
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reach Lake Superior. There is also the possibility that any Asian carp that 
reach Lake Michigan would not be able to sustain their population and die 
off. It is unknown how many organisms it takes to sustain a population. 
There is one case in which a release believed to be slightly less than 50 
individuals resulted in a sustained population in a reservoir in the Asian 
subcontinent, but it is hard to be sure that there were no other releases that 
were not recorded and the hydrology of Lake Michigan is different than that 
of a reservoir. In Lake Michigan, there are far more opportunities for fish to 
become geographically dispersed, or to choose a spawning location that 
would not be adequate for the survival of the eggs and larvae. Not every 
Lake Michigan tributary in which Asian carp might spawn is likely to 
provide adequate conditions for survival of the early life stages. The chance 
of establishing a population will increase with the number of fish that enter 
Lake Michigan. One of the factors is density, assuming that Asian carp can 
maintain a population in the lakes at all. 

Between 1995 and 2008, five bighead carp were captured in Lake Erie and 
potentially there was an even greater number of carp in Lake Erie that were 
not captured. Aging structures on the two fish that were examined are 
consistent with fish that were released from aquaculture sources. Though 
uncertain, it is believed that those fish have not reproduced. 

The intent of the Great Lakes-Mississippi River Interbasin Study is to 
investigate whether it is possible for a given population of Asian carp to 
survive or thrive in the Great Lakes basin. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: During the week of February 1, 
2010, the Army Corps of Engineers put forward a plan to modify lock 
operations at the Chicago Lock and O'Brien Lock and Dam in Illinois. The 
modifications were proposed in an effort to impede the migration of Asian 
Carp from the Mississippi basin to the Great Lakes basin. Has the Corps of 
Engineers ever modified lock operations anywhere else in the United States 
to control the movement/migration of species? What are the specific 
benefits in terms of risk reduction that the Corps expects to achieve from 
these proposals in Illinois? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps has modified operations at locks and 
dams in the Northwest to facilitate the passage of salmonids during 
migration. The modification of operations at the Chicago area locks is being 
considered as a method of risk reduction of passage of Asian carp into Lake 
Michigan during a lockage period. The Corps is working with other agencies 
to evaluate the potential for risk reduction as a result of modifications to 
current lock operations. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The Corps and the Little Calumet 
River Basin Development Commission (LCRBDC) have made a significant 
investment in the Little Calumet Flood Control and Recreation Project over 
the last 30-years. Will the proposed plan for “Intermittent Lock Operations” 
at the O’Brien Lock and Dam jeopardize this investment? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: No. The Corps plans on opening locks during 
large storm events to avoid flooding which is in line with the current 
operational policy. Only twice in recent years has the O’Brien lock been 
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opened for floods. Events that require the opening of locks to avoid flooding 
are infrequent. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: During significant rain events, 
what is the Corps’ contingency plan to prevent flooding in Indiana and 
Illinois under an Intermittent Lock Operations schedule? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Intermittent Lock Operations plan has no 
impact on flood conditions in Illinois or Indiana. The Corps plans on 
opening locks during large storm events to avoid flooding which is in line 
with the current operational policy. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What steps has the Corps taken to 
work with the LCRBDC to ensure the safety of residents and business along 
the Little Calumet River should the Intermittent Lock Operations plan be 
implemented? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Intermittent Lock Operations plan has no 
impact on flood conditions in Illinois or Indiana; therefore no additional 
steps are necessary. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The closure of the O’Brien Lock 
and Dam will also have a significant effect on the drainage of the Grand 
Calumet River in Indiana. What steps has the Corps taken to address the 
problems this might pose to the ongoing remediation of the Grand Cal? 

Will businesses and residents near the Grand Cal be at a higher risk for 
flooding? 
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Gen. Van Antwerp: Intermittent lock operations are unlikely to 
impact the ongoing remediation of the Grand Cal. Currently; flow is 
minimal in the west branch due to the existing flow divide. For flows that 
originate in the catchment area of the west branch, a permanent closure of 
O’Brien would probably not appreciably affect flows; however an evaluation 
of contributions of floodwater from the Little Cal is needed. 

A permanent closure of the O'Brien Lock and Dam could have some effect 
on the drainage of the Grand Calumet River in Indiana. The intermittent 
closure of the facilities will not have any impact on flood risk because the 
lock gates can be opened to relieve flood water during significant storm 
events. Requiring the lock gates at the O'Brien Lock and Dam to be opened 
occurs infrequently. If permanent closure of the lock is considered, the 
Corps will perform a study to assess the modified flood risk to the properties 
along the river. 

The West Branch of the Grand Calumet River and Indiana Harbor Canal 
does not have major flooding issues. With the lock closed, flows in the West 
Branch of Grand Calumet River will likely flow toward the east. That is, the 
flow split point may shift to its confluence to the Calumet River. The 
uncertainty is that some flow from the Little Calumet River may enter into 
the Grand Calumet River. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The Corps has identified five 
potential points for the Asian Carp to enter Lake Michigan in Illinois and 
Indiana. The three entry points in Illinois already have man-made 
structures, which can be closed to prevent a barrier between the Great Lakes 
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and the canal. However, the two entry points in Indiana, Bums Harbor and 
Indiana Harbor, have no such structures. How does the Corps anticipate 
preventing the carp from entering Lake Michigan through the two harbors 
in Indiana? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA), Great Lakes National Program Office (GLNPO), is currently 
constructing a sediment remediation project on the Grand Calumet River, 
located in the neighboring cities of Hammond and East Chicago, IN. The 
Grand Calumet River connects Indiana harbor to the rest of the CAWS. 

As part of the sediment remediation project, authorized under the Great 
Lakes Legacy Act (GLLA), steel sheet-pile walls are being installed 
perpendicular to the flow of the channel, to isolate individual portions of the 
Grand Calumet River. The sediment remediation project is taking place in a 
reach of the Grand Calumet River where water depths are often two-feet or 
less. These sheet-pile walls allow for dewatering of the segregated 
management units, and excavation of contaminated sediments “in the dry”. 

The design height of the sheet-pile wall was coordinated with the USACE, 
Chicago District to provide hydraulic isolation up to a 1 0-year flood event. 
In the case of a more significant rainfall event, the installed height of the 
walls would allow relief of flood waters toward Lake Michigan. 

The sediment remediation project began in December 2009, and is 
anticipated to be complete in July of 2010. However, it is anticipated that at 
least one sheet-pile barrier will remain after construction to prevent 
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recontamination of remediated portions of the river. Consequently, it is 
estimated that for the next 2-3 years, while projects for remediating other 
segments of the river are being formulated and implemented, that a semi- 
permanent barrier will exist. 

It is anticipated that a weir structure will be constructed at the 
Indiana/Illinois state line, as part of a future GLLA remediation project. The 
purpose of this structure will be to prevent the migration of sediment (from 
Illinois) into the remediated portions of the Grand Calumet River (in 
Indiana). The weir structure will allow the periodic flow of water between 
the two states as to not violate Diversion Accounting provisions. 

The Little Calumet River connects Bums Harbor with the rest of the CAWS. 
To protect the Little Calumet River the Corps is investigating the use of 
acoustic bubble barriers to redirect fish that would normally enter the Cal- 
Sag Channel. The Cal-Sag Channel joins the Little Calumet River to form 
the Calumet River upstream of the proposed acoustic bubble barrier. By 
protecting the Cal-Sag Channel the Little Calumet River is also protected. 
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Regulatory 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, the Regulatory program 
in the Corps of Engineers is a challenge. Every year, Members have to 
answer questions from frustrated and angry constituents on why it takes so 
long to get a permit. Has the Corps been able to bring consistency and 
certainty to the process for the applicants after the recent court decisions? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: In order to address permitting delays resulting 
from the Supreme Court decisions and the subsequent joint agency guidance 
on Rapanos-Carabell, the Corps of Engineers issued Regulatory Guidance 
Letter (RGL) 08-02 in June 2008. This RGL empowers landowners to 
pursue a preliminary jurisdictional determination ( JD) in lieu of an approved 
JD. Preliminary JDs allow applicants to set aside the question of CWA 
jurisdiction, submit an application for proposed activities and enable the 
Corps to move forward with evaluation of a proposed project through the 
permit application process. In FY 2009 the number of preliminary JD 
requests increased while the number of requests for approved JD has 
decreased. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What are current backlog and 
processing times? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: In FY 2009 the Corps processed 89% of its 
general permit decisions in less than 60 days and 63% of individual permit 
decisions were made in less than 1 20 days. Complex applications involving 
Environmental Impacts Statements, Endangered Species Act and Essential 
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Fish Habitat issues as well as Historic and Tribal Resource procedures 
continue to require additional time to evaluate and ensure compliance with 
the requirements of these other Federal laws. Currently there are 
approximately 18,000 pending permit applications, 19,000 pending 
jurisdictional determinations, and over 5,800 compliance and enforcement 
related actions. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What are you doing to streamline 
the process outside of additional funding? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The use of preliminary JDs has effectively 
reduced total processing time for permit applicants. In addition, the Corps is 
increasing the use of technology and engaging in extensive outreach to 
stakeholders to help them better understand information related to 
jurisdictional determinations, the appropriate information to complete a 
permit application, the information necessary to develop appropriate 
mitigation plans to comply with the Mitigation Rule, and to provide an 
overall understanding of the Corps Regulatory' program. This information is 
provided by an AVATAR, which is proving to be an effective 
communication tool and interface between the Regulatory Program and the 
general public. Many Corps districts are meeting with stakeholders and 
conducting outreach workshops to increase the awareness of the program, 
encouraging compliance with program requirements, and providing 
information necessary to facilitate the submission of complete permit 
applications. In addition, the Corps is collaborating with other Federal, State 
and local entities to share data and information that will inform and reduce 
the time it takes to reach a decision. The Corps continues to enhance its 
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Regulatory database and use of geospatial information to inform decisions 
and collect and manage information. The Corps is also continuing to deploy 
a mitigation banking database (RIBITS) to enhance public and agency 
awareness of mitigation bank opportunities in Corps districts. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: I understand the authority for 
large applicants like a state Departments of Transportation to provide funds 
for regulatory staff was extended until December 30, 2010. Does the 
Administration plan to pursue a further extension of this authority? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Administration does not plan to pursue an 
extension of this authority at this time. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What would be the impact if it 
were to expire? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corp regulatory program has used the 
authority of section 214 of WRDA 2000, as amended, to hire staff or pay 
existing staff to review the permit applications of non-federal public entities 
that provide us funding for this purpose. If this authority were to expire, the 
Corps would no longer expedite permit applications based on the ability of 
an applicant to pay the associated review costs, and the size of the regulatory 
program would reflect the amount provided by the Congress. In FY 2009, 
the Corps received $6.3M from approximately 43 different non-federal, 
public entities in eighteen states, including 20 state departments of 
transportation. The $6.3M supported forty-nine full time equivalent staff 
positions. 
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Continuing Authorities Program 

Mr, Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, over the last 
several years, the Subcommittee has instituted reforms to the way the 
Continuing Authorities Program is appropriated. All of the reforms were 
done in response to the cries of protest at the Corps of Engineers that the 
Congress was unnecessarily tying your hands. We have done what the 
Corps said was necessary to improve the performance of this program, and 
let me tell you it wasn’t always the most popular course of action, yet the 
unobligated carryover has actually increased dramatically over that period 
of time that we have implemented these changes. Why should we continue 
on this path? 

Ms. Darcy: In recent years the Statements of Managers 
accompanying the Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Acts have “named” a number of projects for priority 
consideration. Most recently, rather than specify amounts for the projects, 
the Statements of Managers have simply listed the priority projects, while 
specifying amounts only for priority new starts. The Statements of 
Managers for FY 2008 through FY 2010 have also included instructions that 
the named priority projects are to be allocated funds before unnamed 
projects, and the amounts allocated are to be based on capabilities. The 
Corps has followed these instructions. 

Since FY 2005, the Corps has modified its practices to reduce 
reprogramming and to use funds to a much greater extent on the projects to 
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which they are originally provided. A natural consequence of this change in 
practice is that systematic carryover is higher, since in most cases funds that 
become surplus to the fiscal year due to slippages are planned for carryover 
to a future fiscal year instead of being reprogrammed. 

Under these circumstances it is very important that the Corps develop 
accurate schedules for, and estimates of capabilities for, projects that are 
being considered for funding, to keep systematic carryover as low as 
possible. The Corps is working to improve its performance in this area. 

First, it has instituted training for hundreds of Corps project and program 
managers on realistic, risk-based scheduling. Second, at its monthly 
Program Review Board meetings, Headquarters and Division representatives 
have discussed the importance of risk-based scheduling, including 
improving coordination with non-Federal interests on their plans and 
capabilities without creating potentially false expectations of funding. 

Third, the Corps will be holding a “summit” in the Spring of 2010 to discuss 
with Division and District leaders ways that it can improve execution of the 
Continuing Authorities Program. 

Additionally, in FY 2010 the Corps allocates funds to CAP projects based 
on quarterly capabilities. This practice reduces the amount of funds that 
become surplus and are carried over on projects in the event of slippages. 

We must also recognize that the Corps has had an extraordinary workload to 
address the Gulf Coast hurricanes, the Midwest floods, and Recovery Act 
activities. This has caused a temporary increase in carryover across the 
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Corps, including in CAP. Barring extraordinary circumstances, 1 expect 
CAP carryover to begin to fall in FY 2011. 
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Five-Year Plan 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, as I’m sure you 
know, this Subcommittee has for a number of years advocated for five-year 
plans for all agencies under our jurisdiction. We still have not received last 
year’s plan and have not heard of any plans for this year’s plan. The 
Congress invited the Administration to work together to find a solution 
acceptable to both parties. Can you explain the Administration’s policy on 
providing real five year plans — that is, plans that show a realistic allocation 
of schedule and budgetary requirements for ongoing projects? 

Ms. Darcy: The Corps is currently working to develop a five-year 
plan for the period of FY 201 1 through FY 2015. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What is your current schedule for 
completing and delivering the fiscal year 2010 and 2011, 5-year plans to the 
Subcommittee? 

Ms. Darcy: The Corps provided the FY 2010 Five Year Development 
Plan to the Subcommittee on February 1 6, 2010. Currently, the Corps is 
preparing the FY 201 1 plan, as noted above. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Since we have not seen either 
plan, can you tell me what assumptions you will use when developing the 
plan? 
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Ms. Darcy: In the draft FY 2010 five-year plan, we have two 
planning scenarios for future funding; a Base Plan and an Enhanced Plan. 
The Base Plan is derived from the FY 2010 President’s Budget and indexed 
for the remaining years based on nationwide cost escalation estimates 
provided by the Office of Management and Budget. Under the Enhanced 
Scenario, the initial year is based on the FY 2009 appropriation and the 
following years are indexed based on the Gross National Product. The 
additional funds over the base scenario under the Enhanced Plan are not 
allocated among program areas or to specific projects and activities. 
However, the plan provides examples for each program area as to how the 
additional funding could be used, with emphasis on ongoing projects and 
activities. We are currently developing a methodology for the FY 201 1 five- 
year plan. 
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Investigations 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, are there any 
requirements placed on the Districts regarding how much of the 
Investigations account must be contracted out? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: There are no requirements placed on the Districts 
regarding how much of the Investigations account funding to contract out. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General Van Antwerp, for years 
this Committee has heard the complaint from the Corps that it is unable to 
maintain planning expertise. Has the Corps done a formal assessment of the 
workload for planners? Specifically, have you analyzed what planners do on 
a daily basis for the Corps? That is, are they responsible for activities 
outside of planning that adversely impact the Corps’ ability to complete the 
planning workload? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The challenges that we face in rebuilding, 
retaining, and making the best use of our planning staff are considerable. 
With regard to your specific questions, we have not recently performed a 
formal assessment of the workload for planners. Our planners work on a 
wide range of studies for many Corps programs. The daily workload is 
highly variable both in time and from office to office and any formal 
assessment would quickly be out of date. 

Most Planning Offices include subject matter experts who support the total 
workforce and all Corps missions. Planners also support peacekeepers and 
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emergency relief operations and perform reimbursable work for other 
agencies. These activities enhance their ability and the ability of the Corps 
to complete the planning workload. 

The Corps has surveyed its planners to determine individual capabilities 
based on education, training, and experience. Measures to improve 
individual planner's capability and total planning productivity have been 
initiated. Workload sharing and virtual assignments are being used to match 
demand with staff across the Corps. Developmental assignments have 
increased. Small teams of senior planners are presenting task specific 
training around the nation to our planners. Use of interactive technology, 
which makes 14 day training sessions available to anyone in the Corps, is 
increasing. Planning Chiefs report that the number of new hires is up, but 
the percentage of planners eligible to retire within 5-years is also growing. 


Construction 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The budget request includes two 
new start projects in the Construction account, one for the Louisiana 
Coastal Area ecosystem restoration project, and one for Onion Creek, 
Texas. Given the Administration has slashed funding for the construction 
account, can you explain the wisdom of starting new projects when the 
budget request underfunds projects that have benefit to cost ratios of as 
much as 22:1? 
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Gen. Van Antwerp: The Louisiana Coastal Area ecosystem 
restoration program will address risks to this nationally significant coastal 
ecosystem. The Onion Creek, Texas, project will serve as an example both 
for the Corps and for the nation of an innovative, non-structural solution to 
water resource challenges. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: I understand that there is some doubt as 
to whether the Louisiana Coastal Area project can even make it to 
construction in fiscal year 2011, given the status of the planning study. Can 
you assure us today that the funding would result in on the ground projects if 
it was provided by Congress? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes. The Corps is working closely with the State 
of Louisiana to identify features of the near-term Louisiana Coastal Area 
(LCA) program that can be implemented immediately in construction during 
Fiscal Year 201 1. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Provide a list for the record, by 
project, of contracts and other legal obligations (excluding local sponsor 
cooperative agreements contingent on funding, i.e. PCA, FCSA, etc.) for all 
projects funded in fiscal year 2010 and not proposed for funding in fiscal 
year 2011. This list should include the corresponding fiscal year 201 1 
requirement as well as total remaining obligation on the activity and all 
known outstanding modifications. 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The requested list is attached. 
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Contracts Funded in FY 2010 and not in FY 2011 

Project 

201 ! Capability 

Remaining 

Obligation 

Ozark Powerhouse Turbine Major 

Rehab, AR 

$21,000,000 

$14,000,000 
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Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What performance criteria, if any, 
were used to screen O&M projects? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: There are multiple program areas and sub- 
programs involved and over ten thousand work packages competing for 
funding so this is one of the most difficult tasks in performance budgeting. 
General criteria for the O&M budget include: long term average operation 
and maintenance costs, percent of time project is available as designed, 
public safety, legal mandates, and relative risk of failure. 

Several performance criteria were used to evaluate navigation projects, 
including current and five-year tonnage, cost per ton, and cost per segment 
ton-miles, high risk systems component (for locks & dams), public safety, 
critical support for other Federal requirements (US Coast Guard, for 
example), subsistence harbors, support for commercial fishing, support for 
public transportation (ferries), and environmental and legal obligations 
(primarily mitigation). For flood and storm damage reduction facilities, the 
O&M work prioritization pertained to the operational requirements of the 
projects including safety and environmental and legal obligations. For 
natural resources management, funding was budgeted to make continued 
progress on natural resources management activities, cultural and historic 
resource protection, and master planning mandates and requirements. 
Recreation prioritization factors include attendance, site and facility 
conditions, and opportunities for efficiency improvements. For the 
hydropower program, impacts such as facility closures, risk of failure, 
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safety, and court ordered mandates are major factors in evaluating and 
prioritizing O&M funding. 

Also, our asset management program is working to advance the use of risk 
and reliability factors, and economic factors (or proxies for economic 
factors), to strengthen the prioritization methodology of future budgets. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What important O&M projects are 
under-funded in this budget request? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Budget focuses resources on furthering the 
operational reliability, safety, and availability of the key features of the 
existing Corps infrastructure. At most of our other projects, essential 
operation and maintenance work and those items needed to meet legal 
mandates or safety requirements are funded, including basic costs to keep 
projects operational in FY 201 1. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What is the current backlog of 
O&M work at Corps projects? How much of this backlog is eliminated by 
the proposed fiscal year 201 1 funding for O&M? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: In the O&M program, the mix of maintenance 
work changes from year to year. The Corps does not keep track of a backlog 
of maintenance work as such on an ongoing basis. Instead, it compiles a 
new estimate each year of the sum of all amounts not funded that the 
individual project managers say they could efficiently obligate by the end of 
the fiscal year. 
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The FY 201 1 Budget includes $2,514 billion in funding for the O&M 
program - $2,361 billion under the O&M appropriation and $0. 1 53 billion 
under the Mississippi River and Tributaries appropriation. The sum of the 
amounts of new budget authority that the Corps project managers say they 
could efficiently obligate by the end of the FY 201 1 for project maintenance 
is $3,598 billion more - $3,489 billion under the O&M appropriation and 
$0. 1 09 billion under the Mississippi River and Tributaries appropriation. 

All of this other potential work is, in our view, a lower priority than the work 
funded in the Budget. Also, the maximum that the civil works program as a 
whole can efficiently obligate for maintenance is less, and perhaps much 
less, than the sum of the estimates provided by the project managers. 

Over the course of FY 201 1, the project managers will also identify other 
potential maintenance work. This new potential work, along with work 
previously identified but not funded in the enacted FY 201 1 bill, would 
compete for funding next year. We expect the total cost of such work to 
remain about the same when we develop a proposed program for FY 2012. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What happens to this backlog 
under the proposed five-year funding stream for O&M? Is the backlog 
substantially reduced or eliminated, or are we still just “treading water” at 
this funding level? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps does not have a five-year projection 
for the O&M program. We are, however, addressing the highest priority 
needs within available funding. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What is the cost to maintain the 
Federal dredge fleet? For all dredging work conducted in fiscal year 2009 
and for the first quarter of 2010, what is the unit cost of Federal dredging 
versus the unit cost of private dredging? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The cost to operate and maintain the total Corps 
dredging fleet of 1 1 dredges (including the two dredges in ready reserve) in 
FY 2009 was approximately $108 million. Each dredge has a daily rate 
developed from its particular estimated annual costs and estimated days of 
use. For FY 2009, the average dredging unit cost per cubic yard (CY) for 
the Federal fleet was $3.09 per CY and the average for the private industry 
dredges was $5.53 per CY. However, because the nature of the work and 
equipment at each site is different, these unit costs are not comparable. 
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Contracts and Contractor Performance 


Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What actions has the Corps taken 
in the last year to ensure that contract actions are made in the most 
transparent way possible? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: USACE continues to strive for high standards in 
contract data quality and transparency throughout both the contract per- 
award and post-award procedures. The business processes for acquisition 
planning, contracting and reporting are performed with the use of 
Department of Defense (DoD) Standard Procurement System (SPS/PD2) 
and the Federal Procurement Data System - Next System (FPDS-NG) which 
is a part of the Integrated Acquisition Environment (IAE) Enterprise 
Solution for collection of procurement data as required by the Federal 
Acquisition Regulation (FAR) and the Federal Funding Accountability and 
Transparency Act of 2006. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Does the Corps have a corporate 
method of sharing contractor performance information, to ensure that recent 
performance is incorporated into the evaluation process when contracts are 
being awarded? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: USACE utilizes the Contractor Performance 
Assessment Reporting System (CPARS), which is the Department of 
Defense (DoD) Enterprise Solution for collection of contractor Past 
Performance Information (PPI) as required by the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation (FAR). CPARS is a web-enabled application that collects and 
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manages a library of automated contractor report cards. A report card 
assesses a contractor’s performance and provides a record, both positive and 
negative, on a given contract for a specific period of time. Each report card 
is based on objective facts and is supported by program and contract 
management data. Use of CPARS promotes report card consistency, 
increases data integrity, and motivates improved contractor performance. 
CPARS is composed of three modules. The CPARS module assesses 
performance on contracts for Systems, Services, IT, and Operations Support. 
The Architect-Engineer Contract Administration Support System (ACASS) 
module assesses performance on Architect-Engineer contracts. The 
Construction Contractor Appraisal Support System (CCASS) module 
assesses performance on Construction contracts. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The Corps has had some recent 
experience with design build contracts. Can this method of contracting be 
incorporated more robustly into the Corps programs? Under what scenarios 
might design build be best utilized? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The design-build delivery system has been used 
very successfully on our Milcon Program, where we receive fall funding for 
projects, when those projects have requirements that can be expressed in 
performance terms. For Civil Works projects, design-build may be 
appropriate for selected fally funded project features that can be described in 
performance terms, as compared to being described in tenns of detailed 
plans and specifications. 
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Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Please provide, for the record, a 
list of all Corps contracts or grants to firms or individuals for public 
relations purposes, including the firm or individual, the dollar amount, and 
the purpose of the contract or grant for the period of fiscal year 2009 and 
the first quarter of fiscal year 2010. 

General Van Antwerp: The requested lists are attached. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Please provide, for the record, a 
list of all non-competitive contracts or cooperative agreements issued by the 
Corps in fiscal year 2009 and to date in 2010, including the type of sole- 
source contract (8A, Small Business set aside, etc), type of contract (fixed 
price, etc.), firm or individual, the dollar amount, and the purpose of the 
contract or cooperative agreement. 

General Van Antwerp: The requested lists are attached. 
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Impact on Staffing with Enactment of the Budget 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Under the proposed fiscal year 
201 1 budget, are there any Districts that are adversely impacted? 

General Van Antwerp: The funding allocation varies each year. I 
cannot say that any district's staffing would be particularly adversely 
impacted. Our practice of using the Regional Business Center concept, 
which allows and encourages cross-leveling of effort between districts and 
regions to maximize use of expertise, would also allow us to reduce such 
impacts. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: If the fiscal year 201 1 budget 
were to be enacted as proposed by the Administration, how would the Corps 
deal with these workload disparities among the Districts? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: As is our current practice, each district would 
seek out available staffing expertise to meet its anticipated workload. Where 
feasible, work could be sent to other districts provided this was the most 
economical solution. Additionally, a district might also consider modifying 
the amount contracted to the private sector. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: How many FTEs, if any, would be 
lost in each District and Division office under the fiscal year 201 1 budget 
request? 
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General Van Antwerp: We do not foresee a significant effect on the 
total FTE level for the Corps, though there may be less emphasis on hiring 
new staff. As explained in response to the previous two questions, the effect 
in any district would depend upon the specifics of its approach to executing 
its funding for the Budget year as well as for the programmed carryover 
from prior fiscal years. 
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Dam Safety 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: The budget request includes a 
total of $49.1 million for the Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability Correction 
Program. Coincidently, this is the same amount the Corps requested in 
fiscal year 2010. This coincidence is, to say the least, a little disconcerting. 
If we are budgeting to capability for dam safety actions, how can the 
capability be exactly the same two years in a row? 

General Van Antwerp: Individual dam safety, seepage and instability 
correction projects that are budgeted for construction are funded at 
capability. However, the separate programmatic line-item for planning and 
design of additional such projects -- the Dam Safety and Seepage/Stability 
Correction Program (DSS) — is not funded at capability. This programmatic 
line item is a wedge from which funding will be allocated to priority dam 
safety studies, design, and a start of construction. The request is about what 
we think we will need for such work in FY 2011, and includes some funding 
and the flexibility to address needs that we cannot foresee at this time. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: In fiscal year 2010, the 
Administration requested $520 million for dam safety construction projects. 
For 2011, only $446 million is requested: What accounts for this reduction? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The specific, named dam safety, seepage and 
instability correction (DSS) projects that are funded in the Budget are 
generally funded at their capability level. In 201 1 , four of the 1 0 DSS 
projects had increased capabilities and six projects had levels below FY 
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2010. For example, the FY 201 1 capability for Bluestone Lake, WV was 
$72 million below FY 2010 due primarily to allocation of ARRA funding, 
which addressed much of the FY 2010 and FY 201 1 funding needs. Also, a 
multi-year restudy of Success Dam is currently underway. Early results 
show that the risks are substantially lower than previously estimated. The 
capability level of funding is for those projects that pose a higher risk to 
public safety. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Has the Corps budgeted to 
capability for all known dam safety capability? If not, what falls through the 
cracks in this budget request? 

General Van Antwerp: No. However, the Budget funds at the 
capability level all work that the Corps views as a priority, with one 
exception. The disparity between revenues and expenditures in the Inland 
Waterways Trust Fund (IWTF) led to a decision to delay award of a new 
contract on one DSS navigation project, the Monongahela River Locks and 
Dams 2, 3 and 4 Replacement Project, PA. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Since Locks 2, 3 and 4 on the 
Monongahela River, Pennsylvania are a dam safety project that requires 
cost-share from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund, what are the risks of 
failure of this project while a solution to the revenues for the trust fund is 
being pursued? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Monongahela River Locks and Dams 3 and 4 are 
highly unreliable navigation facilities, due to both condition and age. 
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At Monongahela River Lock and Dam 3, the filling/emptying system is 
approximately 50% functional. The filling flume contained within the 
landwall is collapsing and the landwall's foundation is significantly 
undercut. The DSAC I dam had temporary repairs made to it in FY2007 and 
FY2008 which were estimated to last between 5 and 10 years. 

At Monongahela River Lock and Dam 4, only one lock chamber functional, 
and it is 75 year old and highly unreliable. The downstream guide wall does 
not meet current design standards, is significantly over stressed, and is in 
danger of collapsing into the navigation channel if there is a loss of the 
downstream pool maintained by the DSAC I Dam 3 mentioned above. Dam 
4 is a DSAC II dam and also in danger of failure if the downstream pool 
maintained by the DSAC I Dam 3 mentioned above is lost. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: What measures is the Corps 
taking to mitigate this risk in the Operation and Maintenance account in the 
meantime? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: To maintain these facilities, which handle 
between 12 million and 16 million tons of cargo annually, we budget $2-3 
million per year under the O&M program. These funds are used to replace 
and/or repair hydraulic systems and components, miter gates, filling and 
emptying valves, perform dewatering inspections and repairs as necessary, 
and perform yearly inspections. 
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Lock and Dam 3 is a Dam Safety Assessment Category (DSAC)-I rated 
structure with signs of active failure. It is intended to be removed once we 
construct the new Charleroi Lock and Dam. Until then, we will continue 
monitoring its condition and expect to incur additional maintenance costs to 
mitigate risks. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: General, it seems that every year, 
there is a large reprogramming request in the Dam Safety area. Given that 
most projects under construction are budgeted at capability, this isn’t totally 
surprising. How does the Corps reprioritize this funding? Do you have a 
policy of keeping the funding within this business line? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Dam safety assurance, seepage control, and static 
instability correction projects are a budget priority. Despite the Corps’ best 
efforts to budget at capability for dam safety projects, discoveries sometimes 
are made in the time interval between the formulation of the budget and the 
execution of the program 12-18 months later that may either increase costs 
for a project or slow down execution in order to reconsider the best design to 
address a specific safety problem. Corps program guidance directs that, in 
most cases, funds reprogrammed from Dam Safety and Security projects are 
reprogrammed to similar projects to ensure that they continue to be applied 
to this high priority category of work. 
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Contracts to veteran-owned businesses 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madame Secretary, could tell me how 
veteran-owned businesses fared in fiscal year 2009 and 2010? 

Ms. Darcy: In FY 2009, USACE awarded $756,298,432 to Service 
Disabled Veteran Owned Small Businesses. We have obligated 
approximately $180,000,000 so far in FY 2010. 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: How do you ensure that this community 
hears of business opportunities? 

Ms. Darcy: Each Corps district holds one conference every fiscal year 
for service disabled veteran owned small businesses to attend and provide 
information on their companies. At that time the districts try to match 
contractors with specific projects. The Corps also has a primary point of 
contact located in Norfolk, VA for this program. In addition, the Corps 
small business specialists attend the DOD Veteran Owned Small Business 
Conference once a year. 
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Yazoo Pumps 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Madam Secretary, this budget 
request includes a cancellation of $52 million in carryover from the Yazoo 
pumps project. Please explain to the subcommittee why the Corps feels this 
money will not be used. 

Ms. Darcy: The Budget proposes cancellation of all of the 
unobligated balance on this project due to its adverse environmental effects 
on an estimated 1 50,000 to 229,000 acres or more of wetlands and related 
impacts to fish and wildlife habitat. The affected area includes some of the 
richest wetland and aquatic resources in the Nation. The Corps expects that 
roughly $56.5 million in previously appropriated funding will remain 
unobligated as of the end of FY 20 1 0 . 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: I understand that the Mississippi 
Levee Board has filed a lawsuit contesting the EPA’s jurisdiction in this 
matter. What is the status of this lawsuit, and if it is found in favor of the 
Levee Board, will you need this money back? 

Ms. Darcy: The Corps is not a party to this litigation. I understand 
from public information that the court has allowed six environmental groups 
to intervene as defendants in the lawsuit. Regardless of the lawsuit, the 
Administration seeks to cancel all of the previously appropriated funding 
that remains unobligated as of the end of FY 2010. Also, completing the 
project would require an additional $150 million in appropriations, beyond 
the amounts (including the current unobligated balance) provided to date. 
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Reporting Requirements 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Provide for the record, by project, 
all ongoing and authorized environmental infrastructure projects, including 
remaining authorized funding levels. 

Gen, Van Antwerp: The requested list is attached. 



ONGOING AND AUTHORIZED ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

PROJECTS 





State 

Project Name 

Remaining 

Authorized 

Funding Level 




AK 

ALASKA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

0 

AL 

AUBURN, AL 

5,000,000 

AL 

DUCK RIVER, CULLMAN, AL 

5,000,000 

AL 

ST. CLAIR COUNTY, ALABAMA 

5,000,000 

AR 

CRAWFORD COUNTY, ARKANSAS 

35,000,000 

AR 

EASTERN ARKANSAS ENTERPRISE COMMUNITY, AR 

20,000,000 

AR 

UNION COUNTY, AR 

52,000,000 

A Z 

MARANA, AZ 

27,000,000 

A Z 

NOGALES WASH, AZ 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

AZ 

PHOENIX, AZ 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

A Z 

RIO DE FLAG FLAGSTAFF, AZ 

33,807,000 

CA 

ALAMEDA AND CONTRA COSTA COUNTIES, CALIFORNIA 

25,000,000 

CA 

ALISO CREEK, ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

5,000,000 
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CA 

AMADOR COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

3,000,000 

CA 

APLINE, CALIFORNIA 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

CA 

ARCADIA, SIERRA MADRE AND UPLAND, CALIFORNIA 

33,000,000 

CA 

BIG BEAR AREA REGIONAL WASTERWATER AGENCY 

15,000,000 

CA 

BRAWLEY COLONIA, IMPERIAL COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

1,400,000 

CA 

CALAVERAS COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

3,000,000 

CA 

CAMBRIA SEAWATER DESALINATION, CA 

8,296,000 

CA 

CHINO HILLS, CA 

6,500,000 

CA 

CLEAR LAKE BASIN, CA 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

CA 

CONTRA COSTA WATER DISTRICT, CALIFORNIA 

23,000 

CA 

CORONADO, CA 

10,000,000 

CA 

DESERT HOT SPRINGS, CA 

35,000,000 

CA 

EAST BAY, SAN FRANCISCO, AND SANTA CLARA AREAS, CALIFORNIA 

4,000,000 

CA 

EAST POLO ALTO, CALIFORNIA 

4,000,000 

CA 

EAST SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY (STOCKTON FARMINGTON RECHARGE) 

20,229,000 

CA 

EASTERN MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT, CA 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

CA 

HARBOR/SOUTH BAY WATER RECYCLING STUDY, LOS ANGELES, CA 

3,541,050 

CA 

HUNTINGTON BEACH, CA 

20,000,000 


IMPERIAL COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

7,037,000 


INGLEWOOD, CA 

20,000,000 

I : 

LA HABRA, CALIFORNIA 

5,000,000 

CA 

LA MIRADA, CALIFORNIA 

4,000,000 

CA 

LANCASTER (NORTH VALLEY REGIONAL WATER INFRASTRUCTURE) , CA 

10,314,000 

CA 

LANCASTER, CA 

1,500,000 

CA 

LASSEN, PLUMAS, BUTTE, SIERRA, AND NEVADA COUNTIES, CA 

25,000,000 

CA 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

3,000,000 

CA 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

10,000,000 

CA 

LOS ANGELES HARBOR/TERMINAL ISLAND, CA 

6,500,000 
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CA 

LOS OSOS COMMUNITY SERVICE SITRICT, CA 

35,000,000 

CA 

MALIBU, CALIFORNIA 

225,000 

CA 

MONTEBELLO, CALIFORNIA 

4,000,000 

CA 

NEW RIVER, CALIFORNIA 

10,000,000 

CA 

NORWALK, CA 

20,000,000 

CA 

ORANGE COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

10,000,000 

CA 

PERRIS, CALIFORNIA 

3,000,000 

CA 

PLACER AND EL DORADO COUNTIES, CA 

36,127,000 

CA 

PORT OF STOCKTON, STOCKON, CALIFORNIA 

3,000,000 

CA 

SACRAMENTO AREA, CA 

35,000,000 

CA 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

7,025,000 

CA 

SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CA 

10,000,000 

CA 

SAN RAMON VALLEY RECYCLED WATER, CA 

458,500 

CA 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

5,500,000 

CA 

SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 

3,000,000 

CA 

SOUTH PERRIS, CA 

21,003,000 

CA 

SOUTHERN LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 

15,000,000 

CA 

STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA 

33,000,000 

CA 

SWEETWATER RESERVOIR, SAN DIEGO COUNTY, CA 

375,000 

CA 

UPPER KLAMATH BASIN, CA 

25,000,000 

CA 

WHITTIER, CALIFORNIA 

8,000,000 

CA/NV 

TAHOE BASIN RESTORATION 108 

8,567,000 

CO 

ALAMOSA, COLORADO 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

CO 

ARKANSAS VALLEY CONDUCT, COLORADO 

10,000,000 

CO 

BOULDER COUNTY, COLORADO 

10,000,000 

CO 

MONTEZUMA AND LA PLATA COUNTIES, COLORADO 

1,000,000 

CO 

OTERO, BENT, CROWLEY, KIOWA AND PROWERS COUTNIES, COLORADO 

35,000,000 

CO 

PUEBLO AND OTERO COUNTIES, COLORADO 

34,000,000 

CT 

BRIDGEPORT, CT 

10,000,000 

CT 

ENFIELD, CONNECTICUT 

1,000,000 

CT 

HARTFORD, CT 

10,000,000 

CT 

LEDYARD AND MONTVILLE, CONNECTICUT 

7,113,000 

CT 

NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT 

300,000 

CT 

NEW HAVEN, CT 

10,000,000 
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CT 

NORWALK, CONNECTICUT 

3,000,000 

, CT 

PLAINVILLE, CONNECTICUT 

6,280,000 

CT 

SOUTHINGTON, CONNECTICUT 

9,420,000 

D.C. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

35,000,000 

D.C., 

MD 

ANACOSTIA RIVER, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AND MARYLAND 

20,000,000 

DC , 

WASHINGTON, DC AND MARYLAND 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

FL 

CHARLOTTE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

3,000,000 

FL 

CHARLOTTE, LEE AND COLLIER COUNTIES, FLORIDA 

20,000,000 

FL 

COLLIER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

5,000,000 

FL 

East Central and Northeast Florida 

40,000,000 

FL 

FLORIDA KEYS WATER QUALITY IMPROVEMENTS 

63,101,100 

FL 

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

6,250,000 

FL 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 

25,000,000 

FL 

KEY BISCAYNE, FL 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

FL 

Lake Worth, FL 

9,000,000 

FL 

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

sas«r.'P?t^ 

FL 

PALM BEACH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

7,500,000 

FL 

SARASOTA COUNTY, FLORIDA 

10,000,000 

FL 

SOUTH SEMINOLE AND NORTH ORANGE COUNTY, FL 

30,000,000 

FL 

SOUTH TAMPA, FL 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

GA 

ALBANY, GEORGIA 

4,000,000 

GA 

ATLANTA, GA 

14,959,000 

GA 

BANK COUNTY, GEORGIA 

5,000,000 

GA 

BERRIEN COUNTY, GEORGIA 

5,000,000 

GA 

CHATTOOGA COUNTY, GEORGIA 

8,000,000 

GA 

CHATTOOGA, FLOYD, GORDON, WALKER, AND WHITFIELD COUNTIES, 

GEORGIA 

10,000,000 

GA 

DAHLONEGA, GEORGIA 

5,000,000 

GA 

EAST POINT, GEORGIA 

5,000,000 
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GA 

FAYETTEVILLE, GRANTVILLE, LAGRANGE, PINE MOUNTAIN, DOUGLASVILLE 

AND CARROLLTON, GEORGIA 

24,500,000 

GA 

Meriwether County, GA 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

GA 

MERIWETHERE AND SPALDING COUNTIES, GEORGIA 

7,000,000 

GA 

Metro North Georgia Water Planning District 

20,000,000 

GA 

MOULTRIE, GEORGIA 


GA 

STEPHENS COUNTY/CITY OF TOCCOA, GEORGIA 

8,000,000 

ID 

RURAL IDAHO, ID 

tsBumjgiiiii 

!L 

AURORA, IL 

3 

IL 

COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

32,405,000 

IL 

MADISON AND ST. CLAIR COUNTIES, IL 

1,072,000 

IN 

CALUMET REGION, IN (Lake and Porter Counties) 

78,237,000 

IN 

FORT WAYNE, IN 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

IN 

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 

5,305,000 

IN 

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

IN 

NORTH VERNON AND BUTLERVILLE, INDIANA 

1,700,000 

IN 

SALEM, WASHINGTON COUNTY, INDIANA 

3,200,000 

KS 

ATCHISON, KANSAS 

20,000,000 

KY 

CENTRAL KENTUCKY 

10,000,000 

KY 

HAZARD, KY 

COMPLETE 

KY 

SOUTHERN AND EASTERN KENTUCKY 

8,417,000 

KY 

WINCHESTER, KENTUCKY 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

LA 

ASCENSION PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

9,371,000 

LA 

BATON ROUGE, LA 

27,561,000 

LA 

EAST BATON ROUGE PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, LA 

8,701,456 

LA 

IBERIA PARISH, LA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

238,732 

LA 

KENNER, LA 

5,000,000 

LA 

LAFAYETTE, LOUISIANA 

1,200,000 
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LA 

LAFOURCHE PARISH, LOUISIANA 

2,300,000 

LA 

LAKE CHARLES, LOUISIANA 

1,000,000 

LA 

LIVINGSTON PARISH ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

10,243,000 

LA 


2,000,000 

LA 

OUACHITA PARISH, LOUISIANA 

1,000,000 

LA 

PLAQUEMINE, LOUISIANA 

7,000,000 

LA 

RAPIDES AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, LOUISIANA 

1,000,000 

LA 

SHREVEPORT, LOUISIANA 

20,000,000 

LA 

SOUTHEAST LOUISIANA REGION 

17,000,000 

LA 

SOUTHERN CENTRAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION, 

LOUISIANA 

2,500,000 

LA 

ST CHARLES, ST. BERNARD AND FALQUEMINES PARISHES, LA 

30,000,000 

LA 

ST JOHN THE BAPTIST AND ST JAMES PARISHES, LA 

30,000,000 

LA 

UNION-LINCOLN REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY PROJECT, LOUISIANA 

2,000,000 

MA 

FALL RIVER AND NEW BEDFORD, MA 

35,000,000 


WASHINGTON DC AND MARYLAND 

15,000,000 


CHESAPEAKE BAY IMPROVEMENTS, MARYLAND, VIRGINIA 

30,000,000 

MD, VA 

CHESAPEAKE BAY REGION, MARYLAND, VIRGINIA 

40,000,000 

Mi 

BENTON HARBOR, Ml 

1,500,000 

Ml 

GENESEE COUNTY, Ml 

4,159,000 

Ml 

JACKSON COUNTY, Ml 

32,500,000 

Ml 

MICHIGAN COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOWS 

35,000,000 

Ml 

NEGAUNEE, Mi 

7,493,000 

Ml 

OAKLAND COUNTY, Ml 

15,199,000 

Ml 

ROUGE RIVER, Ml 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

MN 

CENTRAL IRON RANGE SANITARY SEWER DISTRICT, MINNESOTA 

12,000,000 

MN 

CENTRAL LAKE REGIONA SANITARY DISTRICT, MINNESOTA 

2,000,000 

MN 

GOQDVIEW, MINNESOTA 

3,000,000 

MN 

GRAND RAPIDS, MINNESOTA 

5,000,000 

MN 

MILLE LACS REGIONAL WASTEWATER, MN (GARRISON/ KATHIO TWNSHP) 

10,452,000 
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MN 

NORTHEASTERN MINNESOTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, MN 

25,809,000 


WILLMAR, MINNESOTA 

15,000,000 


KANSAS CITY, MO 

15,000,000 

MO 

ST LOUIS, MO (CSO) 

18,424,000 

MS 

BILOXI, MISSISSIPPI 

5,000,000 

MS 

COASTAL MISSISSIPPI ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION 

7,639,200 

MS 

CORINTH, MISSISSIPPI 

7,500,000 

MS 

DESOTO COUNTY, MS 

12,000,000 

MS 

GULFPORT, MISSISSIPPI 

5,000,000 

MS 

HARRISON COUNTY, MISSISSIPPI 

5,000,000 

MS 

JACKSON COUNTY INDUSTRIAL WATER SUPPLY, MS 

15,045,000 

MS 

JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 

25,000,000 

MS 

MISSISSIPPI ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE, MS 

79,994,754 

MT 

RURAL MONTANA 

45,361,543 

NC 

CABARRUS COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 

4,500,000 

NC 

CARY, WAKE COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 

4,000,000 

NC 

CHARLOTTE, NORTH CAROLINA 

14,000,000 

NC 

FAYETTEVILLE, CUMBERLAND COUNTY, NC 

6,000,000 

NC 

Lincoln County, NC 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

NC 

LUMBERTON, NC 

1,700,000 

NC 

MOORESVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 

4,000,000 

NC 

NEUSE REGIONAL WATER AND SEWER AUTHORITY, NORTH CAROLINA 

4,000,000 

NC 

NORTH CAROLINA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

13,000,000 

NC 

RICHMOND COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 

13,230,000 

NC 

STANLY COUNTY, NC 

4,929,500 

NC 

UNION COUNTY, NC 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

NC 

UNION COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 

6,000,000 

NC 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 

1,000,000 

NC 

Wilkes County, NC 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 
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NC 

WINSTON-SALEM, NORTH CAROLINA 

3,000,000 

NC 

Yadkinville, NC 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

ND 

DEVILS LAKE ND B6 SEC 594 

1/ 

ND 

DEVILS LAKE, NORTH DAKOTA 

15,000,000 

ND 

NORTH DAKOTA 

15,000,000 

ND 

NORTH DAKOTA ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

50,796,000 

NH 

EPP1NG, NH 

2,000,000 

NH 

LEBANON, NH 

8,000,000 

NH 

MANCHESTER, NH 

10,000,000 

NH 

NASHUA, NH (CSO) 

20,000,000 

NH 

ROCHESTER, NH 

11,000,000 

NJ 

CRANFORD TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY 

6,000,000 

NJ 

ELIZABETH, NJ 

20,000,000 

NJ 

MIDDLETOWN TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY 

1,100,000 

NJ 

NEWTON, NJ 

7,000,000 

NJ 

NORTH HUDSON SEWAGE AUTHORITY, NJ 

10,000,000 

NJ 

PATERSON, NEW JERSEY 

35,000,000 

NJ 

PATTERSON AND PASSAIC COUNTIES, NJ 

30,000,000 

NJ 

RAHWAY VALLEY, NEW JERSEY 

25,000,000 

NJ 

STATE OF NJ AND NY WASTEWATER TREATMENT TRUST 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

NM 

CENTRAL NEW MEXICO, NM 

7,585,000 

NM 

NM ENV INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM 

254,000 

NV 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

30,000,000 

NV 

CLEAN WATER COALITION, NEVADA 

50,000,000 

NV 

GLENDALE DAM DIVERSON STRUCTURE, NEVADA 

10,000,000 

NV 

HENDERSON, NEVADA 

13,000,000 

NV 

INDIAN SPRINGS, NEVADA 

12,000,000 

NV 

RENO, NEVADA 

13,000,000. 

NV 

RURAL NEVADA 

47,889,000 

NV 

WASHOE COUNTY, NEVADA 

14,000,000 

NY 

BABYLON, NEW YORK 

5,000,000 

NY 

CHENANGO COUNTY, NY 

No 
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Authorization 

Limit 

NY 

ELUCOTTVILLE, NEW YORK 

2,000,000 

NY 

ELMIRA, NEW YORK 

5,000,000 

NY 

ERIE COUNTY, NY (AMHERST SEWER) 

200,000 

NY 

ERIE COUNTY, NY (BUFFALO SEWER) 

6,800,000 

NY 

ERIE COUNTY, NY (SEWER NO.5) 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

NY 

ERIE COUNTY, NY (TUNNEL) 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

NY 

ESSEX HAMLET, NEW YORK 

5,000,000 

NY 

FLEMING, NEW YORK 

5,000,000 

NY 

INNER HARBOR PROJECT, NY 

15,000,000 

NY 

KIRYAS JOEL, NEW YORK 

5,000,000 

NY 

LEWISTON, NY 

200,000 

NY 

LIVERPOOL, NY 

2,000,000 

NY 

NEW YORK CITY WATERSHED, NY 

22,650,000 

NY 

NIAGARA FALLS, NEW YORK 

5,000,000 

NY 

ONONDAGA LAKE, NY 

2,468,199 

NY 

OTSEGO COUNTY, NY 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

NY 

OUTER HARBOR PROJECT, NY 

15,000,000 

NY 

PATCHOGUE, NEW YORK 

5,000,000 

NY 

SENNETT, NEW YORK 

1,500,000 

NY 

SPRINGPORT AND FLEMING, NEW YORK 

10,000,000 

NY 

WELLSVILLE, NEW YORK 

2,000,000 

NY 

YATES COUNTY, NEW YORK 

5,000,000 

OH 

AKRON, OHIO 

5,000,000 

OH 

BURR OAK REGIONAL WATER DISTRICT, OHIO 

4,000,000 

OH 

CINCINNATI, OHIO 

1.000,000 

OH 

CLEVELAND, OHIO 

2,500,000 

OH 

COLUMBUS, OHIO 

4,500,000 

OH 

DAYTON, OHIO 

1,000,000 
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OH 

DEFIANCE COUNTY, OHIO 

1,000,000 

OH 

FOSTORIA, OHIO 

2,000,000 

OH 

FREMONT, OHIO 

2,000,000 

OH 

LAKE COUNTY, OHIO 

1,500,000 

OH 

LAWRENCE COUNTY, OHIO 

5,000,000 

OH 

MEIGS COUNTY, OHIO 

1,000,000 

OH 

MENTOR-ON-LAKE. OHIO 

625,000 

OH 

OHIO ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

127,893,352 

OH 

VINTON COUNTY, OHIO 

1,000,000 

OH 

WILLOWICK, OHIO 

665,000 

OK 

ADA, OKLAHOMA 

1,700,000 

OK 

ALVA, OKLAHOMA 

250,000 

OK 

ARDMORE, OKLAHOMA 

1,900,000 

OK 

BARTLESVILLE, OKLAHOMA 

2,500,000 

OK 

BETHANY, OKLAHOMA 

1,500,000 

OK 

CHICKASHA, OKLAHOMA 

650,000 

OK 

DISNEY AND LANGLEY, OKLAHOMA 

2,500,000 

OK 

DURANT, OKLAHOMA 

3,300,000 

OK 

EASTERN OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY, WILBERTON, OKLAHOMA 

1,000,000 

OK 

GUYMON, OKLAHOMA 

16,000,000 

OK 

KONAWA, OKLAHOMA 

500,000 

OK 

LAWTON, OKLAHOMA 

3,712,000 

OK 

LUGERT-ALTUS IRRIGATION DISTRICT, ALTUS, OK 

5,000,000 

OK 

MIDWEST CITY, OKLAHOMA 

2,000,000 

OK 

MUSTANG, OKLAHOMA 

3,325,000 

OK 

NORMAN, OKLAHOMA 

10,000,000 

OK 

OKLAHOMA PANHANDLE STATE UNIVERSITY, GUYMON, OKLAHOMA 

275,000 

OK 

WEATHERFORD, OKLAHOMA 

500,000 

OK 

WOODWARD, OKLAHOMA 

1,500,000 

OK 

YUKON, OK 

5,406,000 

OR 

ALBANY, OREGON 

35,000,000 

OR 

ASTORIA, OREGON 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

OR 

HOOD RIVER, OR 

No 


noofm 
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Authorization 

Limit 

OR 

MEDFORD, OR 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

OR 

PORTLAND, OR 

5,000,000 

PA 

ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PA (THREE RIVERS WET WEATHER DEMO PROGRAM, 

PA) 

7,481,000 

PA 

BEAVER CREEK RESERVOIR, PENNSYLVANIA 

2,900,000 

PA 

BRADFORD & SULLIVAN COUNTIES, PA 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

PA 

CLINTON COUNTY, PA 

1,449,000 

PA 

COUDERSPORT, PA 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

PA 

DAUPHIN COUNTY, PA 

2,000,000 

PA 

DILLSBURG BOROUGH AUTHORITY, PA 

2,000,000 

PA 

FINDLAY TOWNSHIP, PA 


PA 

GREENSBORO AND GLASSWORKS, PA 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

PA 

HAMPDEN TOWNSHIP, PA 

3,000,000 

PA 

HATFIELD BOROUGH, PENNSYLVANIA 

310,000 

PA 

JEFFERSON TOWNSHIP, GREENE COUNTY, PA 

1,000,000 

PA 

LEHIGH COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA 

5,000,000 

PA 

MOUNT JOY TOWNSHIP AND CONWAGO TOWNSHIP, PA 

8,300,000 

PA 

NORTH FAYETTE TOWNSHIP, ALLEGHENY COUNTY, PA 

500,000 

PA 

NORTH WALES BOROUGH, PENNSYLVANIA 

1,516,584 

PA 

NORTHEAST PENNSYLVANIA, PA 

9,526,500 

PA 

PATTON TOWNSHIP, PA 

1,400,000 

PA 

PEN ARGYL, PENNSYLVANIA 

5,250,000 

PA 

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 

1,600,000 

PA 

PHOENIXVILLE BOROUGH, CHESTER COUNTY, PA 

2,400,000 

PA 

ROBINSON TOWNSHIP, PA 

1,200,000 

PA 

SOUTH CENTRAL PA ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMENT, PA 

6,806,127 
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PA 

SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA, PA 

15,705,000 

PA 

SPRINGDALE BOROUGH, PA 

500,000 

PA 

STOCKERTON BOROUGH, TATAMY BOROUGH, AND PALMER TOWNSHIP, 

PENNSYLVANIA 

10,000,000 

PA 

TITUSVILLE, PA 

7,300,000 

PA 

TOWAMENCIN TOWNSHIP, PA 

1,500,000 

PA 

UPPER ALLEN TOWNSHIP, PA 

3,400,000 

PA 

UPPER SUSQUEHANNA - LACKAWANNA, PA - WTRSHD MGT & REST 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

PA 

VERACRUZ, PENNSYLVANIA 

5,500,000 

PA 

WASHINGTON, GREENE, WESTMORELAND, AND FAYETTE COUNTIES, PA 

8,000,000 

PR 

COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO 

35,000,000 

Rl 

MARAGANSETT BAY, OVERFLOW MANAGEMENT FACILITY, Rl 

60,000,000 

Rl 

QUONSET POINT-DAVISVILLE, Rl 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

sc 

Broad River, York County, South Carolina 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

sc 

CHARLESTON AND WEST ASHLEY, SOUTH CAROLINA 

6,000,000 

sc 

CHARLESTON, SC 

10,000,000 

sc 

CHARLESTON, SOUTH CAROLINA 

4,000,000 

sc 

Crooked Creek, Bennettsville, South Carolina 

No 

Authorization 

Limit 

sc 

CROOKED CREEK, MARLBORO COUNTY, SC 

25,000,000 

sc 

LAKES MARION AND MOULTRIE, SC 

5,524,650 

sc 

MYRTLE BEACH, SOUTH CAROLINA 

18,000,000 

sc 

NORTH MYRTLE BEACH, SOUTH CAROLINA 

11,000,000 

sc 

SURFSIDE, SOUTH CAROLINA 

11,000,000 

SD 

CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX RESERVATION (DEWEY AND ZIEBACH COUNTIES) 

AND PERKINS AND MEADE COUNTIES, SOUTH CAROLINA 

65,000,000 

TN 

ATHENS, TENNESSEE 

16,000,000 

TN 

BLAINE, TENNESSEE 

500,000 
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TN 

CLAIBORNE COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

1,250,000 

TN 

CUMBERLAND COUNTY, TN 

4,068,000 

TN 

GILES COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

2,000,000 

TN 

GRAINGER COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

1,250,000 

TN 

HAMILTON COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

500,000 

TN 

HARROGATE, TENNESSEE 

2,000,000 

TN 

JOHNSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

600,000 

TN 

KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 

5,000,000 

TN 

LEWIS, LAWRENCE, AND WAYNE COUNTIES, TENNESSEE 

2,000,000 

TN 

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 

5,000,000 

TN 

OAKRIDGE, TENNESSEE 


TN 

PLATEAU UTILITY DISTRICT, MORGAN COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

3 

TN 

SHELBY COUNTY, TENNESSEE 

4,000,000 

TX 

BOSQUE RIVER WATERSHED, TEXAS 

9,900,000 

TX 

CENTRAL TEXAS 

20,000,000 

TX 

COLONIAS ALONG USMEX BORDER 

31,599,000 

TX 

DALLAS COUNTY REGION, TEXAS 

40,000,000 

TX 

EL PASO COUNTY, TEXAS 

24,900,000 

TX 

FT, BEND COUNTY, TEXAS 

20,000;000 

TX 

TEXAS 

40,000,000 

UT 

CACHE COUNTY, UTAH 

5,000,000 

UT 

DUCHESNE, IRON, AND UINTAH COUNTIES, UTAH 

10,800,000 

UT 

PARK CITY, UT 

30,000,000 

UT 

RURAL UTAH, UT 

9,022,000 

VA 

CHESAPEAKE BAY ENVIRO RESTOR 

26,437,000 

VA 

EASTERN SHORE AND SOUTHWEST VIRGINIA, VA, CLINCH RIVER WATER 

PROJECT-SECTION 219-125137 

19,794,000 

VA 

LYNCHBURG, VA (CSO) 

26,381,000 

VA 

RICHMOND, VA {CSO) 

24,967,000 

VI 

UNITED STATES VIRGIN ISLANDS 

25,000,000 

Wl 

NORTHERN WISCONSIN 

16,000,000 

Wl 

ST, CROIX FALLS, Wl 

0 

WV 

CENTRAL WEST VIRGINIA, WV 

4,995,000. 

WV 

NORTHERN WEST VIRGINIA 

19,900,000 

WV 

SOUTHERN WV ENVIRONMENTAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROGRAM, WV 

12,489,000 
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wv 

WEIRTON, WV 

8,952,000 

WY 

RURAL WYOMING 

30,000,000 





1/ THIS PROJECT IS COVERED UNDER THE NORTH DAKOTA ENVIRO. INFRA. 



ND 



Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Provide for the record, a list of all 
reporting requirements contained in the fiscal year 2010 Appropriations 
Act, or the corresponding House and Senate reports, the response, or if the 
information is not yet available, the schedule for completion. 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Below is a table depicting all required reports 
and their delivery date. Copies of the reports that have been submitted are 
attached. 


Citation of Requirement 

Description 

Date Provided/To Be Provided 

Act, Section 101(d) 

Report to establish baseline for application 
of reprogramming and transfer authorities 

for Current Fiscal Year 

Provided 29 December 2009 

House Report (page 66), Senate Report 
(page 77), Conference Report (page 89) 

Report detailing the progress of cleanup of 
the former Sylvama nuclear fuel site in 

Hicksville, NY (FUSRAP) 

No later than 3 1 March 2010 

Senate Report (page 73), Conference 

Report (page 89) 

Dredging plan proposal for Harbors in 

Michigan 

Provided 23 February 2010 

House Report (page 10) 

Hydropower - Five to ten year plan to 
invest in facility upgrades that will provide 
additional generating capacity in an 

environmentally benign manner 

30 September 2010 

House Report (page 21) 

Report showing updated detailed 
accounting of receipts into and obligations 

and expenditures from the Inland 

Waterways Trust Fund. 

No later than 30 April 2010 

House Report (page 35) 

Comprehensive plan for all elements of 
Everglades Restoration 

Provided 23 February 2010 

House Report (page 40) 

Evaluation of the need for a system with a 

common operating picture of district 

TBD 
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assets aid emergency incident information 

for the Los Angeles District 


House Report {page 65) 

Study Plan to comprehensively examine 

the results of die National Research 

Council’s “Summary of a Workshop on 

Water Issues in the ACF-ACT River 

Basins” 

Provided 10 February 2010 

Senate Report (page 50) 

Report detailing how funds will be 

distributed to individual items in various 

CAP sections for the fiscal year. 

No later than 30 April 2010 

Senate Report (page 43) 

Updated calculation of the critical yield of 
all Federal projects in the ACT river basin 

To be provided in early March 2010 
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Marysville Ring Levee 

Mr. Pastor and Mr. Frelinghuysen: Secretary Darcy, I understand 
your office is working closely with the California Department of Water 
Resources and the Yuba County Water Agency to close a funding shortfall 
for authorized repairs to the Marysville Ring Levee, a separable element of 
the Corps’ Yuba River Basin Project. I appreciate your commitment to 
support the Sacramento District’s efforts to begin construction on these 
desperately needed repairs by August. I also understand your office is 
examining the potential use of “reallocated” or “reprogrammed” funds to 
close this shortfall. Could you please provide an update on the Corps’ plans 
to begin construction this summer, and to close this shortfall? 

Ms. Darcy: The design for Marysville Ring Levee project remains on 
schedule. The draft Project Partnership Agreement (PPA) has been 
previewed by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board. The construction 
contract could be awarded this summer, subject to the availability of 
additional funding or a decision to pursue an acquisition strategy that would 
not require the entire project to be carried out on one fully funded contract. 
From a financial, engineering, and construction perspective accommodating 
a fully funded single contract award for Phase I is the most efficient 
solution. The Army has an approved ARRA work package in the amount of 
$13,020,000 but the current estimate to fully fund the Phase 1 contract is 
$26,320,000. The Corps is looking for construction solutions and is 
monitoring potential sources of excess ARRA and regular funding. The 
Army expects to know by April whether a single, fully funded contract can 
be awarded this fiscal year. Once a path forward is identified, either through 
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application of additional funds or adoption of an alternate acquisition 
strategy, and once the PPA is executed, the Army will be able to award the 
Phase 1 contract for this project. 
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Additional Questions from Mr. Pastor 

Mr. Pastor: In the Corps budget for FY 201 1 , the Brazos Island 
Harbor Operation and Maintenance is funded at $3,468 million. The Corps 
also provided information suggesting other dredging and repairs to the 
channel that could take place should funds become available. It is my 
understanding that the jetties flanking the entrance to the Brownsville Ship 
Channel sustained damage when Hurricane Dolly made a direct hit on the 
Port of Brownsville on July 23rd, 2008. Can you detail for the Committee 
what the Corps capability is for the Brazos Island Harbor, Texas? Does it 
include dredging and repair of the jetties? What is the funding that is 
necessary to complete these dredging projects and repairs? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The FY 201 1 budget for the Brazos Island 
Harbor, Texas project, in the amount of $3,468,000, will be used to dredge 
the Jetty Channel to authorized depth. An additional $14,565,000 could be 
used to dredge the Entrance Channel to authorized depths ($1,400,000), and 
to complete repairs (initiated in FY 2010) to the North Jetty and South Jetty 
($13,165,000) caused by recent storm events. 

I must add that the capability estimate for each study or project is the Army 
Corps of Engineers estimate for the most that it could obligate efficiently 
during the fiscal year for that study or project. However, each capability 
estimate is made without reference to limitations on manpower, equipment, 
and other resources across the Army Civil Works program, so the sum of the 
capability estimates exceeds the amount that the Corps actually could 
obligate in a single fiscal year. The Budget allocates funding among studies 


118 of 131 



414 


and projects in a manner that will enable the Corps to use that funding 
effectively. Furthermore, the overall funding level proposed in the Budget 
for the Army Civil Works program reflects the Administration's assessment 
of national priorities in view of the range of potential private and public uses 
of funds. Consequently, while the Corps could obligate additional funds for 
some studies and projects, offsetting reductions within the Army Civil 
Works program would be required to maintain overall budgetary objectives. 

Mr. Pastor: As you know, the Corps of Engineers demolished the 
only bridge over the Chula Vista Wash to install a new sewer main which 
handles the sewage from Nogales, Arizona and Sonora. However, it is my 
understanding the new sewer main failed and there are some serious issues 
with repair and replacement. What is the Corps’ plan for replacing the 
bridge? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The Corps plan for replacing the bridge is to 
award a contract to update the design of a new bridge once sufficient funds 
become available. The redesigned bridge will be a longer span bridge to 
avoid realignment of the sewer line. The relocation of the sewer line was 
required by the original design of the flood control project but was not part 
of its purpose. The new sewer line that was being constructed was found to 
be defective before its construction was complete and was never active or 
tied into the main sewer line. 

Mr. Pastor: What are the options or alternatives for providing flood 
control in the Chula Vista area? 
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Gen. Van Antwerp: The flood control alternatives for Nogales Wash 
remain the same as stated in the Chief Report and authorized. The 
authorized plan for flood protection to the Chula Vista area is a levee just 
south of the Chula Vista community. Flood protection projects are built 
downstream to upstream so that the channel is constructed to carry the 
additional flows that the upstream levee will move into the channel and 
thereby avoiding any induced flood damages. Therefore, the levee for the 
Chula Vista area will be built as part of the last phase of the project. 
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Additional Questions from Mr. Frelinghuvsen 

Mr. Frelinghuysen: The Bamegat Inlet to Little Egg Inlet project is an 
ongoing storm protection construction project in my state of New Jersey 
covering 20 plus miles of the Jersey shore. 

The necessity of this project and its completion was made vividly clear 
during last fall’s Tropical Depression Ida and three Nor’easters that occurred 
in November and December 2009 and February 2010. Long Beach Island 
(LBI) suffered significant damage and the estimated damage to the 
Township of Long Beach alone was $31.5 million. On December 22, 2009, 
President Obama issued a major disaster declaration for the State of New 
Jersey, triggering the release of federal funds to help communities recover 
from the severe storms and flooding. Unfortunately, LBI was not eligible 
for much of this assistance, particularly direct assistance from the Army 
Corps, due to the fact that this project is not yet complete in over 80% of the 
LBI communities. LBI remains one of the last remaining areas of New 
Jersey shoreline that has not been addressed by the Army Corps to better 
protect people and property from storm damage, despite its significant 
vulnerability. The project is critically needed and is both authorized and 
previously funded for five years, however, the Administration has not 
included any request for construction funding of this project in the Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2011 budget. 

It is my understanding that sections of the project are completed or near 
completion, including Surf City and Harvey Cedars. What is the capability 
for FY 201 1 for this project and what are the anticipated next phases of this 
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project? Can the Corps further outline the optimum funding schedule for 
completing this project? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Sir, the annual budget for the Corps prioritizes 
construction projects based on several criteria. This prioritization process 
allows projects such as this beach project to compete for funds against the 
universe of all other Corps projects. Initial construction of the Surf City 
portion of the project including a small taper section into Ship Bottom was 
completed in February 2007. A contract to complete the Harvey Cedars 
portion of the project was awarded in September 2009. Construction of this 
portion of the project is on-going and expected to be completed in June 
2010A major storm originating from remnants of Hurricane Ida produced 
substantial erosion along the Atlantic coast of New Jersey on November Il- 
ls, 2009. The Corps immediately sent survey teams to the State of New 
Jersey to assess the damages to the projects. Assessment reports were 
developed which included estimated quantity losses and costs to repair the 
projects including the Surf City portion of the LBI project. As this portion 
was the only section completed at the time of the storm event it is the only 
area that could potentially qualify for assistance under PL 84-99 authority. 
The other municipalities on LBI may qualify for FEMA assistance. In order 
to determine whether the LBI (Surf City) project qualifies for assistance, a 
Project Information Reports (PIR) is being completed with $20K in Federal 
funding received on 21 Jan 10. The PIR will describe the storm event, 
review eligibility (including whether storm was an extraordinary event), 
estimate costs to rehabilitate the project to pre-storm conditions, calculate a 
BCR and make a recommendation. It is anticipated that the PIR will be 
completed by mid-March 2010. If the project has a positive recommendation 
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FCCE funding will be requested to complete the engineering and design 
followed by construction funds to complete the rehabilitation. A negative 
recommendation will end the process. 

Subject to the usual disclaimer on capabilities, total capability for FY 201 1 
is $26,125,000. This capability is broken out as follows: Project monitoring 
($600K), rehabilitation due to damages incurred at Surf City by Nov 09 
nor'easter ($5,525,000) and initial beach fill construction (continuing) 
($20,000,000). The $20,000,000 initial construction can be broken into 
smaller increments starting at $7,000,000. $7,000,000 is to complete Long 
Beach Township and $13,000,000 is to complete Beach Haven. The actual 
schedule for initial construction is dependent on the non-Federal sponsor 
acquiring the necessary construction easements and the establishment of an 
adequate funding stream. Balance to complete after FY 2010 is 
$191,586,500. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen: It is my understanding that Phase I of Minish 
Park is near to or is completed. Once completed, what funds will remain 
available for this project and what are the proposed or planned uses of those 
funds? It is my understanding that the City of Newark has sought to amend 
the Project Cooperation Agreement (PCA) to allow work on Phases II and 
III of the project. Can you please update the Committee on those Phases of 
the Project, including the Corps' view on amending the PCA, as well as the 
project elements, budget and timeline for these phases? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The construction effort for Phase I of the Joseph 
G. Minish Waterfront Park and Historic Area, New Jersey, project, 
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consisting of about 6,000 feet of bulkhead and 3,200 feet of riverbank and 
wetlands restoration is about fifty percent complete. Construction of 
bulkhead has been completed at the Center Street to Penn Station reach as 
well as the bulkhead adjacent to the Jackson Street Bridge. Following recent 
easement approval and contract award in January 2010, additional 93-feet of 
bulkhead on the PSE&G property will be completed by June 2010. Funds 
of about $1,000,000 are available to supplement future appropriations to 
complete work for the remaining Phase I work which is estimated to cost 
about $25,000,000. This work will consist of the bulkhead from Bridge 
Street to Center Street and the segment downstream of Penn Station. The 
Corps is currently coordinating with the project sponsor, the State of New 
Jersey, and the City of Newark on the Phase II and Phase III features. This 
work includes 9,200 feet of walkway and park facilities with an estimated 
total cost of $43,000,000. This cost will need to be reevaluated during the 
Engineering and Design of these phases. 

The Corps does not propose funding for these recreation features but in 
FY2010 will assess whether a Project Cooperation Agreement amendment 
or a new Project Partnering Agreement is the appropriate vehicle to support 
implementation of the Phase II and Phase III work. The Corps and sponsor 
will also develop a project schedule that will determine whether Phase I 
needs to be completed before Phase II and Phase III work can commence. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen: It is my understanding that the Army Corps of 
Engineers and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) have put a 
moratorium on spending American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) funds on recreation trails associated with Corps ARRA projects. 
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Many projects across the country are affected by this decision, especially 
local governments who have to budget the matching funds necessary to 
complete these projects. We see an anomaly in policy as the Department of 
Transportation has spent millions on recreation trails with ARRA funds. 
When will the Corps lift this moratorium and why has the Department of 
Transportation proceeded with recreation projects when the Corps has not, 
even when trails are an authorized activity for the Corps of Engineers? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The temporary suspension of new ARRA funded 
recreation contracts will be lifted soon. Guidance will be provided on the 
priority recreation infrastructure facilities, amenities, and services on which 
additional contracts may be awarded using ARRA funds. We have no 
knowledge of how the Department of Transportation is proceeding with their 
recreation projects. 
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Additional Questions from Mr. Simpson 

Mr. Simpson: Secretary Darcy, those of us who have constituents 
who rely on the Columbia Snake River System are pleased to see that the 
channel deepening project will be successfully completed by the end of the 
year. But we know that all of that work would be for naught if one of the 
jetties at the entrance to the Columbia were to breach. We encourage you 
and your team to begin rehab work on the Columbia River jetties as soon as 
possible. 

I know that the Corps has scheduled to shut down a number of locks on the 
Columbia River to do needed restoration work. My farmers have shared 
with me the impact this will have on them, but they are appreciative that the 
Corps is going to do the work all at once so that they will have access to 
needed transportation sooner. Can you give me an update on this work and 
how the timeline looks? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: The extended lock outage for the navigation locks 
at The Dalles, John Day and Lower Monumental are currently scheduled to 
start on 10 December 2010. The duration of this outage is approximately 14 
weeks for The Dalles and John Day Navigation Locks which will return to 
service on or about 18 March 2011. The duration of the Lower Monumental 
will be 13 weeks with work scheduled to be complete approximately on 
March 13 2011. 
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The Corps has done extensive outreach with all affected stakeholders and 
worked to time the outage to minimize the impact. All major contracts have 
been awarded and are on schedule to complete in the scheduled time. 

Mr. Simpson: Mr. Secretary, last year the Administration allocated a 
significant amount of FY 2009 stimulus funding for Everglades restoration, 
particularly for the Army Corps of Engineers. In the last 3 months several 
key projects have broken ground. These projects include the Tamiami Trail 
one-mile bridge to restore flows to Everglades National Park; the restoration 
of 55,000-acres in the Picayune Strand; and improvements to the C-l 1 1 
Spreader Canal to benefit park habitat. The FY 201 1 President’s Budget 
continues this investment, with construction funding proposed for the 
Modified Water Deliveries project in your budget and construction funding 
for the Army Corps of Engineers for other key Comprehensive Everglades 
Restoration Plan projects. 

Could you please explain to this Committee, which has strongly supported 
the restoration of the Everglades since the beginning, the environmental and 
economic benefits that you are getting but of this investment? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Sir, the FY 201 1 Corps of Engineers budget 
request provides funding for investments that will provide significant 
improvements to the south Florida ecosystem including the following: 

Continuation of ongoing construction at the Kissimmee River Restoration 
project. Once complete, the backfill of the canal and other project 
modifications will restore 43 miles of the Kissimmee River, reconnect 
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historic system of riverine oxbows, and restore and improve feeding, 
breeding, nesting habitat on 75,000 acres. 

Continuation of ongoing construction on the C-l 1 1 South Dade project. 

This project reduces the over drainage of the Taylor Slough in eastern 
Everglades National Park and the excessive freshwater discharges to Barnes 
Sound. In conjunction with the CERP C-l 1 1 Spreader Canal Project, 
initiated by the South Florida Water Management District in January 2010, 
the project will reduce damage to Everglades National Park that has 
occurred due to seepage losses of clean water from the park caused by the 
original water supply project. The project will improve 739,000 acres, which 
are feeding, breeding, nesting habitats for the Cape Sable Seaside Sparrow, 
wood stork, Florida panther and snail kite. 

Continuation of ongoing construction at the Picayune Strand Restoration 
Project. The project will: restore 55,000 acres of wetland, reconnecting state 
and federal preserve lands for plant and animal species, protect archeological 
sites, eliminate harmful canal system point discharges, reestablish freshwater 
sheetflow, improve aquifer recharge, decrease forest fires, and provide 
improved habitat for 8 Federally-listed species. 

Continue construction of the Site 1 Impoundment project. This project will 
store up to 13,440 acre-feet of water, reduce discharges to tide by the 
Hillsboro canal and provide seepage reduction and additional water storage 
for Everglade’s restoration. The President’s Budget also proposes funding 
for the Modified Water Deliveries to Everglades National Park Project 
through the National Park Service’s budget request. The project will restore 
significant flows to deep sloughs that feed into Everglades National Park. 


128 of 131 



424 


Mr. Simpson: Last year, the National Academy of Sciences reported 
to the Congress that Everglades restoration projects intended to achieve 
restoration, including the bridging of the Tamiami Trail authorized over 20 
years ago and projects authorized by the Water Resources Development Act 
of 2000, weren’t moving along fast enough. The National Academy warned 
that unless restoration projects began soon, that irreversible damage to this 
unique natural resource would continue to occur. 

It appears that with the recent ground breakings that projects are now 
moving from planning to construction. Are more projects that benefit the 
restoration going to break ground this year? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Sir, yes, there are more projects scheduled to 
move into construction this year. In addition to groundbreaking ceremonies 
already held on the Tamiami Trail project (December 2009) and the first 
CERP project. Picayune Strand Restoration Project (Merritt Canal features, 
January 2010), the Corps of Engineers expects to award construction 
contracts this year on the CERP Site 1 Impoundment Project (September 
2010), the CERP L-31 North Seepage Management Pilot Project (May 
2010), and Picayune Strand (Faka Union Canal features, August 2010). 
Further, the Corps plans to award a design-build contract on the Melaleuca 
Eradication Project (September 2010). The FY 201 1 Budget includes 
funding to initiate construction on the first components of the Indian River 
Lagoon project and initiate the Decompartmentalization Physical Model, 
designed to reduce existing uncertainties in ecosystem response to changes 
in the central Everglades (Water Conservation Area 3). 
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And what are you doing specifically to remedy the situation identified by the 
National Academy? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Sir, since the time of the National Academy 
Study, the Corps has begun or proposed funding for several key projects, 
including Picayune Strand Restoration, Site 1 Impoundment and the first 
components of the Indian River Lagoon South project. Using funds 
provided to the Department of the Interior and the Corps, the Corps has also 
initiated construction on the Tamiami Trail features of the Modified Water 
Deliveries to Everglades Nation Park Project. In addition, the Corps is 
working with its local sponsor, the South Florida Water Management 
District, under existing authorities to permit the sponsor to accelerate design 
and construction work on the C-l 1 1 Spreader Canal Project. 

Do you plan to work with the Army Corps of Engineers and its local 
sponsor, the South Florida Water Management District, to address the 
priorities for planning and construction so that work can begin more quickly 
than planned? 

Gen. Van Antwerp: Yes sir. The Corps and South Florida Water 
Management District (SF WMD) leadership continuously seek to improve 
project delivery through careful management of projects to help accelerate 
construction of key ecosystem features. Significant effort has already gone 
into accelerating completion on “foundation projects” which the 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan assumed to be in place. 

Further, the Corps and South Florida Water Management District have 
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developed an Integrated Delivery Schedule that provides a process for the 
Corps and SFWMD to look holistically at the restoration-related work 
planned by either agency and to set priorities for planning and construction 
work. The Integrated Delivery Schedule is periodically updated to account 
for changes in funding, authorization, or technical issues affecting project 
delivery, with a focus on improved delivery of planned work. 
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Mr. Pastor [presiding]. Hearing will come to order. Good after- 
noon. Today the Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
meets to hear testimony on the fiscal year 2011 budget request for 
the Department of Interior’s water agencies in the western states, 
including the Bureau of Reclamation and the Central Utah Project 
Completion Act Office. 

The Bureau of Reclamation is responsible for providing agricul- 
tural, municipal and industrial water supply in the West. Econo- 
mies, ecosystems, and communities all rely on the availability of 
clean water. At a time when demand is increasing and many re- 
gions have been hit by extended drought the Bureau is being asked 
more and more to provide solutions to the West’s water needs while 
being good stewards of our natural resources and I hope to hear 
how the fiscal year 2011 budget request reflects this expanded re- 
sponsibility. 

Every day we hear examples where state, local, and federal agen- 
cies, as well as tribal governments, have to spread limited water 
resources across competing demands, including use for water sup- 
ply, power generation, ecosystem restoration, and our river and 
delta systems. These challenges have been particularly difficult in 
California, where water is pulled between an agricultural sector 
with high unemployment in some areas, municipal and industrial 
water supply for growing populations, and an overstressed delta 
ecosystem. 

I look forward to hearing the Reclamation’s strategy to help all 
interests when water demand is increasing and supplies continue 
to be scarce. 

I also note the Bureau of Reclamation’s roots in building and 
maintaining dams and other water structures that protect Ameri- 
cans. Much of this infrastructure was built nearly a century ago; 
in fact, over half of the Bureau’s dams are now more than 60 years 
old. It is critical that Reclamation maintain its aging infrastructure 
and I hope today to explore how the budget request provides fund- 
ing levels that meet the Bureau’s responsibility to keep Americans 
safe while maintaining America’s dams in proper working order. 

The Bureau of Reclamation plays a vital role in delivering water 
to tribes and rural communities that could not otherwise access 
clean water. The Bureau’s rural water budget request is signifi- 
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cantly below the fiscal year 2010 level and today I look to our wit- 
nesses to shed light on how the administration’s proposal will ad- 
dress their water supply commitments to tribes and meet the needs 
of rural communities. 

We have before us the assistant secretary for water and science, 
Anne Castle, to present the Department of Interior’s water strategy 
and how the strategy is reflected in the budget request; Bureau of 
Reclamation Commissioner Michael Connor, who will address the 
Bureau of Reclamation fiscal year 2011 budget request, including 
the budget’s activities related to water supply, water recycling and 
reuse, ecosystem restoration, rural water delivery, dam safety, and 
other programs; finally, Program Director Reed Murray, to give tes- 
timony on the administration request for the Central Utah Project 
Completion Act. 

Welcome, to all of you. I ask each of you to ensure that the hear- 
ing record — questions for the record, any supporting information 
requested by the subcommittee are delivered in final form to the 
subcommittee no later than 4 weeks from the time your receive 
them. Members with additional questions for the record will have 
until close of business tomorrow to provide them to the sub- 
committee. 

And with these opening comments, I would like to yield to the 
ranking member for any opening comments that he would like to 
make. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good afternoon, Secretary Castle, Commissioner Connor, Direc- 
tor Murray. Welcome to the committee. 

The administration’s budget request for the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and related accounts is just over $1.1 billion, $22 million below 
the fiscal year 2010 level. I have made it clear in all of our hear- 
ings this year how concerned my constituents are about the grow- 
ing deficit. Your programs were actually cut from the fiscal year 
2010 level, but I don’t want to lose sight, however, of the funding 
and extraordinary flexibility which Congress provided you in the 
Stimulus Act. We would like to hear how that $1 billion has been 
spent. 

I do have some concerns about the priorities expressed in the 
budget request. The heart of the Bureau is water and power — is 
water and power management for the region, yet this part of the 
budget is cut by nearly one-quarter. At the same time, land and 
fish and wildlife conservation and development are increased by 
over 28 percent. Now, I have been a longtime supporter of our — 
of environmental conservation programs, but with that said, I hope 
you will be able to explain why, with rising tension and economic 
devastation in the West caused by decreasing access to water — I 
think the chairman has focused on that in his remarks, too — now 
is the time to cut funding for these very important programs that 
should be helping us find solutions. 

The Bureau’s reputation for water resources management is 
strong, which is only fitting given how important your work is to 
the population, economic development, and environmental quality 
of our western states. But the future will require more. You will 
need visionary and creative leadership to manage competing 
stresses on the scarce water resources of the region. 
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I look forward — and I should say we look forward — to hearing 
more of your plans for providing this leadership in addition to the 
technical expertise, which has long been your bureau’s strength. 
Thank you for your appearance before the committee and we wel- 
come you here this afternoon. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Castle. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Frelinghuysen, 
members of the subcommittee. Thanks for giving me the oppor- 
tunity to be here today to represent the secretary 

Mr. Pastor [continuing]. Move that mike up to 

Ms. Castle. You bet. 

Thanks for the opportunity to represent the secretary of interior 
and to support the president’s 2011 budget request for the Bureau 
of Reclamation and the Central Utah Project Completion Act Of- 
fice. You recognized Commissioner Connor and Director Murray. 
With us here at the table is Bob Wolf, Reclamation’s director of 
program and budget as well, answering detail questions. 

Interior’s people and programs and our lands affect virtually 
every American. We protect natural resources and special places, 
like national parks and wildlife refuges; we protect waterways and 
cultural heritage; we manage energy development and provide 
earth science for the entire country; and we have trust responsi- 
bility for Native American communities. We really are the depart- 
ment of all America. 

The 2011 budget request for the department focuses on six prior- 
ities: first, implementing a new energy frontier; second, climate 
change adaptation; third, tackling our water challenges; fourth, 
protecting America’s great outdoors; fifth, engaging our youth in 
natural resources; and finally, empowering tribal nations. 

I am going to mention just a couple of those areas that I think 
this subcommittee would be particularly interested in, and the first 
is our new sustainable water strategy, called WaterSMART. The 
WaterSMART program was launched at the end of February. 
SMART stands for “sustain and manage America’s resources for to- 
morrow.” 

We need this program and we need to focus on water sustain- 
ability because we have an imbalance in our water supply and de- 
mand equation. Just as Mr. Frelinghuysen mentioned, we have ad- 
ditional pressures on our water supplies and we need a national 
commitment to balance — rebalance — that imbalance. 

It is caused by a variety of factors. We have population growth, 
climate change, we have new water needs for domestic energy de- 
velopment, we have declining aquifer levels, and we are now much 
more cognizant of the need for water to support healthy eco- 
systems. 

The WaterSMART program is designed to help bring that imbal- 
anced equation back into balance. We are going to, through this 
program, coordinate the department’s different water conservation 
and sustainability efforts. We are going to focus on the water-en- 
ergy nexus, recognizing that different types of energy development 
spells different water demands and those demands need to be 
taken into account when we are making decisions about energy de- 
velopment, and also recognizing that saving water also conserves 
energy. 
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The program will have an Internet-based clearinghouse for best 
practices and incentives and the most cost-effective water-saving 
technologies. We will coordinate with our department’s climate 
change program, and finally, we are developing our own water foot- 
print reduction program so that we will walk the walk in the De- 
partment of the Interior and help achieve the president’s goal of re- 
ducing water consumption overall at federal agencies. 

The 2011 budget includes $72.9 million for the various compo- 
nents of the Water SMART program. That is an increase of over 
$36 million over the 2010 enacted budget. $62 million of that total 
is for the Bureau of Reclamation’s programs, including its basin 
studies and various cost-share grants for water efficiency and recy- 
cling and reuse projects. Another $10.9 million is for the U.S. Geo- 
logical Survey’s WaterSMART availability and use assessment, 
what we have called in the past “water census,” and that part of 
the program implements provisions of the Secure Water Act, Public 
Law 111—11. 

In the category of new energy development, I want to just men- 
tion a new memorandum of understanding on hydroelectric power 
development. It was signed just last month by Secretary Salazar, 
and Energy Secretary Chu, and Assistant Secretary Darcy, of the 
Department of the Army. And that MOU represents a new ap- 
proach to the development of hydroelectric power — one that seeks 
to take advantage of all the opportunities that we have to develop 
hydropower on existing federal facilities in a sustainable way. 

We can add to our country’s renewable energy portfolio with low- 
impact hydro projects that won’t have the damaging environmental 
effects that we have seen in the past from some hydro develop- 
ments. We are working right now to identify the best places on ex- 
isting federal facilities that we can add hydroelectric power capa- 
bility, and we will start working with our local communities to 
make that happen. 

The overall budget request for the Bureau of Reclamation is 
$1.02 billion. Commissioner Connor can talk about the details of 
that budget request, but I just want to emphasize that the budget 
is intended to support reliable and sustainable water supplies that 
are delivered in an economically and environmentally sound man- 
ner. 

The 2011 budget request for the Central Utah Project Comple- 
tion Act is $43 million; that is $1 million more than in 2010. And 
that funding provides for the continued design and construction of 
the Utah Lake System, which is the last component of the Central 
Utah Project. 

This 2011 budget represents our best effort to work within the 
tough economic times that we are all facing, to do our part to re- 
duce the spending deficit but to still carry out the core mission and 
priorities of the Department of the Interior. So thank you very 
much for this opportunity to be here today, and I will be happy to 
answer any questions. [See Page 617] 

Mr. Connor. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Frelinghuysen, 
and members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity 
to discuss the Bureau of Reclamation’s fiscal year 2011 budget. 
With me today is Bob Wolf, our director of program and budget at 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 
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The fiscal year 2011 discretionary request for Reclamation, as 
stated by Secretary Castle, is $1.02 billion. Overall, the budget re- 
flects the set of wide-ranging activities and initiatives that support 
Reclamation’s mission. 

According to a recent departmental economic analysis, Reclama- 
tion’s mission of supplying water, generating power, and providing 
recreation opportunities to millions of Americans supports over 
260,000 jobs on an annual basis and $39.5 billion in economic ac- 
tivity. 

At its core, however, the goal of Reclamation’s budget is simply 
to promote certainty and sustainability in the use of limited water 
resources, whether it be for agricultural, municipal, industrial, en- 
vironmental, or power generation purposes. Certainty and sustain- 
ability requires Reclamation to take action on many fronts, and our 
budget proposal was developed with that principle in mind. 
Through these efforts we believe we can continue to provide the 
economic benefits I just described. 

Secretary Castle identified six priorities that are a focal point of 
Interior’s fiscal year 2011 budget. Very briefly I want to speak to 
Reclamation’s involvement in each of those areas. 

First two are tackling the nation’s water challenges and new en- 
ergy frontier. Addressing water challenges and energy needs starts 
with operating, maintaining, and improving the condition of our ex- 
isting facilities. 

Accordingly, the 2011 budget requests a total of $424 million for 
facility operations, maintenance, and rehabilitation activities. This 
amount represents almost half — 46 percent — of the water and re- 
lated resources account. The remaining balance of that account is 
used for water, energy, land, and fish and wildlife resource man- 
agement activities, which amount to $490 million in total. Included 
within this latter amount, and critical to tackling the nation’s 
water challenges, is the WaterSMART program that was just de- 
scribed by the assistant secretary. I would simply like to add two 
points to that earlier discussion. 

First, WaterSMART is an important program that can and has 
expanded water supplies in the West. The WaterSMART grant pro- 
gram has become immensely popular and we expect significantly 
more requests than there is available funding. In 2009 Reclamation 
made available $40 million of its Recovery Act funds for the grant 
program and received approximately $350 million in proposals. 
Water-users in the West are generating creative solutions to water 
resources challenges and are willing to put significant resources on 
the table to match limited federal funds. 

WaterSMART also includes a specific focus on the energy-water 
nexus, as was mentioned. In addition to promoting energy effi- 
ciency through conservation, Reclamation will be working with our 
partners to facilitate new renewable energy generation develop- 
ment in association with Reclamation facilities and operations. 

In the area of climate change, Reclamation will do its part to as- 
sist the department in implementing an integrated strategy to bet- 
ter understand and respond to climate change impacts on water 
and associated resources. As identified in the budget documents, 
the department will be establishing climate science centers, land- 
scape conservation cooperatives, and a Climate Effects Network. 
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Reclamation’s 2011 budget includes an increase of $3 million for 
Reclamation’s basin study program to implement West-wide risk 
assessments and to establish two LCCs. Reclamation’s science and 
technology program will also devote $4 million in support of the 
science agenda being carried out by the climate science centers. 
This funding represents a critical investment that will help our 
stakeholders better understand and plan for our future impacted 
by increasing temperatures. 

Treasured landscapes: Protecting the nation’s treasured land- 
scapes is another departmental priority, and it is imperative that 
the Reclamation do its share. Simply put, maintaining our ability 
to deliver water and generate power requires protecting and restor- 
ing the aquatic and riparian environments affected by our oper- 
ations. 

Beyond that, restoring the health of our rivers will help avoid fu- 
ture conflicts and provide more flexibility in addressing the chal- 
lenges presented by droughts, increasing populations, increasing 
energy demands, environmentally depleted aquifers, and a chang- 
ing climate. Included within the restoring rivers programs are our 
endangered species recovery programs, which is an increasing por- 
tion of Reclamation’s budget. 

The final priority I want to discuss is Reclamation’s support for 
tribal nations. The 2011 budget continues this support through our 
ongoing efforts to implement Indian water right settlements. 

Included in the request is funding for the Animas-La Plata 
Project and Shiprock Pipeline, which are features of the Colorado 
Ute Settlement. The request also includes funding for the Navajo- 
Gallup Water Supply Project, the key element of the Navajo Nation 
Water Rights Settlement in the San Juan River Basin in New Mex- 
ico. There is also $4 million included to complete the federal fund- 
ing necessary to implement the Soboba Water Rights Settlement in 
California. 

Outside settlements, Reclamation is addressing tribal needs 
through its rural water program. $62 million is requested for con- 
tinuing the construction of authorized rural water projects, several 
of which benefit tribal nations in the Great Plains and the upper 
Colorado River regions. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to conclude by simply expressing my 
sincere appreciation for the continued support that this sub- 
committee has provided the Bureau of Reclamation, and I will an- 
swer questions at the appropriate time. [See Page 622] 

Mr. Murray. Chairman, I will not be giving an oral statement 
at this time, but will rely on my written testimony. [See Page 629] 

Mr. Pastor. I will start with the California Bay-Delta water 
issues, since it is on everybody’s mind. California, as well as the 
Bureau of Reclamation, have been struggling to supply water to the 
state’s farmers, municipal and industrial water users, while pro- 
tecting the already stressed natural habitat. 

Last month the National Academies released a study of the im- 
pact of water diversions from Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers 
in California on the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. These diver- 
sions, which supply water to agricultural, municipal, and industrial 
customers, have impacted ecosystem restoration and the protection 
of endangered species and highlight the challenge in California of 
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providing water for growing populations and economic needs while 
preventing harm to the region’s natural treasures. 

I would like to hear your thoughts on the study’s results that are 
relevant to the Bureau’s operations and direction in California. You 
recently took several actions to try to help San Joaquin Valley 
farmers and other water users. What actions has the Reclamation 
taken to ease water supply shortfalls in the region? How does the 
National Academy study relate to the Reclamation actions in that 
area? And how are you planning to move forward in a way that 
will further improve the situation? 

I guess either Madam Secretary or — and Commissioner — both of 
you answer. 

Ms. Castle. Mr. Chairman, why don’t I give an overview of the 
departmental response 

Mr. Pastor. Okay. 

Ms. Castle [continuing]. On California water issues, and then 
Commissioner Connor can talk more specifically about Reclama- 
tion’s involvement. 

One thing that I think is the overriding message from the De- 
partment of the Interior is that we have an all-hands-on-deck ap- 
proach to trying to be productive and helpful and solve problems 
in the California Bay-Delta. The secretary himself is deeply in- 
volved. I was in a meeting this morning with him. 

He has personally taken a very significant interest in all of the 
details of what is going on in California. He announced yesterday 
a $20.7 million Recovery Act funding for the intertie — the connec- 
tion between the Delta-Mendota Canal and the California Aque- 
duct that will help create more efficiency and more capacity in the 
use of the California system. 

He will be announcing, by the end of this week, the new alloca- 
tions of water in California based on the March 1 forecast. He an- 
nounced the allocations that were based on the February forecast 
last month. We have speeded up that process to try to provide more 
certainty to California farmers and also allow them to know earlier 
what they should be able to count on. 

Reclamation’s budget for 2011 in the request — in the President’s 
request — is $172 million for the Central Valley Project, and that is 
just Reclamation. I was looking at the cross-cut budget for 
CALFED activities throughout the administration, and it is $265 
million. The bulk of that is from Department of Interior agencies, 
but it also includes very significant contributions from the Corps of 
Engineers and the Department of Agriculture. So we really do have 
a concerted effort to try to better the situation in California. 

With respect to the National Academy of Science study, we were 
very pleased that that study found that the decisions and the con- 
clusions that had been reached by the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the NOAA Fisheries Service were scientifically justified. But 
that study gave us, also, some opportunities to make things better 
and made some suggestions that are currently being considered 
and acted upon within both the Department of Commerce and the 
Department of the Interior. We are actively and aggressively work- 
ing to follow up on the NAS study suggestions and hope to come 
out with a plan in the very near future. 

Mr. Pastor. Commissioner. 
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Mr. Connor. I would simply add that I would certainly agree 
with the notion that California water is on everybody’s minds. It 
certainly is on my mind on a daily basis and has been a focus of 
our efforts. I would simply add a couple of things to what Secretary 
Castle has already mentioned. 

I think the notion of — with respect to how we are following up 
on the recommendations and the analysis done by the National 
Academy of Science is to recognize the area of improvement that 
the Academy noted, which is a fundamentally integrated approach 
to science that needs to take — be taken into account by both the 
Bureau of Reclamation as an action agency as well as the Fish and 
Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries, as the agencies reviewing the 
activity under the Endangered Species Act. It is something that we 
are going to aggressively follow up on. I think there is area for im- 
provement in science, and that was demonstrated this year with 
the operations that have occurred so far in 2010. 

During the latter part of last year, recognizing, with respect to 
the delta smelt and its relationship to turbidity in the Bay-Delta — 
recognizing that is one very strong indicator of the location of the 
smelt. We, in association with our analysis of a project known as 
2-Gates, we installed a large number of turbidity monitors in the 
Delta. The result of that information was incorporated into the ac- 
tivities this year in reviewing, on a week-to-week basis, how much 
we could pump from the Bay-Delta. 

Based on that information, the fisheries agencies, a group known 
as the Smelt Working Group, takes a look at all the indicators and 
determines whether or not there is a high likelihood of taking some 
of the endangered smelt. That data was very helpful in helping us 
to understand the location of smelt and was incorporated and was 
a factor of why there is a range within the smelt’s biological opin- 
ion that you can pump. That information helped us maintain a 
higher range of pumping throughout this spring season, up until 
April 1 when other aspects of the biological opinion took place. 

So from that standpoint, more precipitation, better management 
of our operations have helped to improve the water supply situa- 
tion. As mentioned earlier, we will be making yet another an- 
nouncement revising our allocations before the end of the week — 
Central Valley Project. And that is the type of activity that we are 
going to be looking at — science, integrated science, coordinated op- 
erations as the intertie will allow us to do. That is part of the 
whole suite of things that we will be doing over the next year to 
short-term, mid-term, and long-term address the California water 
issues. 

Mr. Pastor. The only thing you have to worry about is precipita- 
tion now. 

Mr. Connor. Yes. 

Mr. Pastor. Because that has been a major factor there, and I 
guess it continues to be. I don’t know how this winter was up there 
in terms of precipitation. 

Mr. Connor. It has actually — after the turn of the year, from 
January on, it has been fairly good. It has been on the average 
level, which is terrific. 

The only problem and the ongoing, lingering effects of the 
drought was, we were — the fall, through last December, was very 
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dry. Our reservoirs were low, and although we have gotten a lot 
of great precipitation this year we are kind of in a deficit situation. 

But now our reservoirs are refilling. I think at least three of the 
five are basically at average year-to-date at this point in time, in- 
cluding Shasta, which is a very good sign. And from that stand- 
point we are in a better situation than we were last year, but still 
we have the lingering effects of the drought plus the ongoing re- 
strictions, which have limited water supply. 

Mr. Pastor. Well, thank God for El Nino last year. 

Rodney. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Before yielding my time to Mr. Rehberg, let 
me thank the chairman for raising this issue. I don’t think any- 
thing on the floor last year raised, should we say, the heat level 
in this debate on diversion — water diversion. For those of us from 
the East, we really got a full taste, should we say, or a full meas- 
ure of how controversial these issues are. 

So I could just say on my own behalf, and I am sure other mem- 
bers of the committee, we will be watching very carefully as to 
what the hell is going on out there, and obviously we want to be 
respectful of the views and knowledge of members of Congress from 
California that represent the whole state and that area, but boy, 
I think we learned firsthand, you know, up close and personal how 
some of these decisions can affect the way of life of many people 
up there. We are obviously respectful of the environment and fish 
species, but it was a lesson for some of us as to how things can sort 
of dissipate unless we address it. Hopefully this National Academy 
study will put us in the right direction. 

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield my time to Mr. 
Rehberg. 

Mr. Rehberg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Freling- 
huysen. Okay. 

Real quickly — obviously I don’t want to be as aggressive in my 
questioning. I think 4 or 5 years ago I got after Commissioner 
Keyes and he quit the next day, so 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Rehberg. I am going to be a little careful. 

Montana produces or provides $50 million a year to the Reclama- 
tion Fund, and the president has seen fit to allow us back $3 mil- 
lion towards our two major projects that are both anticipated to 
cost between $200 million to $250 million apiece. At $2 million to 
$3 million per year you can’t even last that long as commissioner, 
nor could any of us. 

I don’t get it. Why? What is the idea behind having an author- 
ized project, signed by the president after the House and Senate 
both passes it, and then to appropriate a grand total of $3 million 
for two projects from a state that is adequately providing at least 
$50 million to your budget? Where is the money going? 

Mr. Connor. Other projects. 

Mr. Rehberg. No. You didn’t get any of it. 

Mr. Connor. I know. As mentioned in the 

Mr. Rehberg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Connor [continuing]. Chairman’s remarks, there are a wide 
array of competing priorities with respect to 

Mr. Rehberg. With our money. 
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Mr. Connor. With the money that flows into the Reclamation 
Fund 

Mr. Rehberg. From Montana. 

Mr. Connor [continuing]. From — Montana being one of many 
states that provides money to the Reclamation Fund. 

Mr. Rehberg. We call them donor states. We are donating $50 
million of energy production — mostly mineral leasing dollars — for a 
return of $3 million to two projects that will cost $400 million. 

Mr. Connor. Yes. 

Mr. Rehberg. Okay. Are you financing or appropriating dollars 
in this budget for any unauthorized projects or new starts? 

Mr. Connor. With respect to rural water projects, no. They are 
all authorized projects. There are no new starts in our budget this 
year. 

Mr. Rehberg. Okay. 

Mr. Connor. And I would simply note that we did allocate $200 
million of Recovery Act funding for the rural water projects, includ- 
ing $60 million to those two projects in Montana. 

Mr. Rehberg. But I noticed, like the Garrison Diversion or with 
the Lewis and Clark Project, you didn’t stop, you kept going for- 
ward. And part of the problem is you are not staying ahead of in- 
flation, and the projects like Garrison and Lewis and Clark are eat- 
ing up the budget because they are not staying within budget, and 
it is this catch-22. You are never going to get ahead of the game 
if we don’t realistically appropriate dollars to these projects. 

Mr. Connor. The numbers don’t lie, and I agree with you, sir, 
that currently inflation is eating up more in the way of resources 
than we are applying year-to-year, without a doubt. We prioritize 
our rural water project funding towards O&M; that has got to be 
the first priority, according to the authorizations that we are work- 
ing under. So we have got $62 million in the budget this year. Ap- 
proximately $15 million, $16 million of that is being taken up by 
O&M. So the reality is, as we complete it — and that is the second 
priority, trying to complete projects — we are incurring more in the 
way of O&M obligations. So in the balance of 

Mr. Rehberg. But it sounds — 

Mr. Connor [continuing]. Competing interests 

Mr. Rehberg [continuing]. We don’t see where any projects are 
ever completed because of inflation. None of the projects are ever 
completed. 

Mr. Connor. We certainly, in 2006 we completed the Mid-Dakota 
Rural Water Project. We anticipate being able to complete the Per- 
kins County Project in South Dakota in the near future and we 
have several projects that are 

Mr. Rehberg. But based upon the $3 million that our two 
projects, North Central and Dry Prairie, got, when do you project 
them being completed? 

Mr. Connor. I will have to get back to you, but those projects 
are not near completion at this point in time. We do have projec- 
tions as to when they might be completed. Those projections are 
based on phase-out completion of the projects that are ongoing 
right now and then we can move. 

Mr. Rehberg. One last question, Mr. Chairman, then. 
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Could we realistically assume the appropriations within your re- 
quest is the priority that — your internal priority ranking? So Garri- 
son is number one, Lewis and Clark is number two, on down the 
list? Is that a fair assumption? 

Mr. Connor. We do have — and I am happy to provide to the sub- 
committee the priorities that we use for ranking, and they are 
based on O&M first, then it is the ability to 

Mr. Rehberg. Yes. I am more interested in the construction pri- 
orities as opposed to the O&M priorities. 

Mr. Connor [continuing]. And then based on the ability and the 
likelihood of being able to complete projects. 

Mr. Rehberg. Yes. If we could, I would like to also have you 
send that to my office. 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely. 

Mr. Rehberg. Great. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Salazar. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Welcome, to all of you here. 

Mr. Connor, I want to thank you for all your help with the Ar- 
kansas Valley Conduit and Hatua Reservoir and Jackson Gulch Re- 
habilitation. I think that is where Mr. Rehberg’s money probably 
is going. [Laughter.] 

But thank you, sir, for being such a great donor state. 

I am just curious why the conduit request for the ARRA funding 
has been declined. I know that one of the criteria is shovel-ready 
projects, but I have noticed on your Web site that — and don’t mis- 
understand me, I am not critical of these projects — but there are 
several projects that have been put on that have funding for cost- 
share studies for planning and preliminary engineering, such as 
the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan and the Climate Agreement and 
principal and the San Carlos Irrigation Project — and again, I am 
not criticizing the work of these project, but we had requested some 
ARRA funding so that we could actually begin the legal process 
and the planning process for the Arkansas Valley Conduit and we 
were declined. Could you tell us the difference, why these projects 
got — or maybe my brother doesn’t like me. I don’t know. [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr. Connor. That one I will not touch, but I will note that with 
respect to the Recovery Act Funding, we have made our initial set 
of allocations back last April 2009. We have been working through 
those projects that were identified at that point in time and we are 
seeing, based on bids, et cetera, we are having some funds being 
made available which we are now reallocating to different projects. 

With respect to the Arkansas Valley Conduit, my understanding 
is, based on the $5 million write-in that you were successful in se- 
curing in 2010, which we are making very good use of towards the 
planning and environmental activity that you mentioned, plus the 
$3 million that we have included in the fiscal year 2011 budget for 
the Arkansas Valley Conduit, that we are addressing the full meas- 
ure of capabilities and needs that we have right now for the plan- 
ning activities. So I think our perspective right now is that, based 
on 2010 and the 2011 request that we are doing — maximizing the 
use of resources towards the planning and the environmental com- 
pliance activities right now for Arkansas Valley Conduit. 
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Mr. Salazar. It is my understanding that they could utilize the 
$11 million to complete the legal process by next October. But also, 
can you provide us with the status of initiating the legal process 
for the conduit? 

Mr. Connor. I can provide that to you for the record. 

Mr. Salazar. Okay. Because it was my understanding that it 
was supposed to take place earlier this month and it hasn’t. 

Mr. Connor. Okay. I will follow up on that, Congressman. 

Mr. Salazar. Okay. That is all the questions I have for you now. 
Thank you very much. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Obviously I am from 
California, so I get to take a crack at this Bay-Delta problem also. 

I am certainly happy that we are moving, finally, toward this 
intertie project, and I am also, along with the ranking member, cu- 
rious to find out what this National Academy study will find. But 
from a pragmatic point of view, and living in the state and being 
the past chairman of the authorizing committee, being familiar 
with this problem and the authors of the underlying legislation on 
the Bay-Delta, I am certainly very concerned about the immediacy 
of this issue. 

Now, I know you are going to come out with a new allocation 
number here pretty soon and there is a lot of people that are risk- 
ing — are waiting for that number. Their very livelihood is at ques- 
tion here. And I am certainly hopeful — what is the snowpack right 
now in this year, I mean, relative to the overall season so far? 

Mr. Connor. That is one number I didn’t check before I came in 
today, but I think in most of our basins where we are, with respect 
to reservoir levels — Shasta, Folsom — we are — and Friant — we are 
at basically 100 percent average, year-to-date. So the snowpack 

Mr. Calvert. I have heard that it is about approximately 120 
percent. Would you say that is approximately correct? 

Mr. Connor. It has been up to 120 percent, then we hit a dry 
spell in March, and then we have hit a wet spot in the last couple 
weeks so it is probably back up. 

Mr. Calvert. Well, I would hope that we can get these alloca- 
tions back up to where they need to be in order to get production 
up. As you know, there are a number of farms with permanent 
crops that literally — if a proper allocation isn’t put on the table 
quickly they are gone. They have stressed that crop so much they 
can’t go another year. So I am hopeful that that occurs. 

If anyone suggests that the water crisis in California is over, un- 
fortunately it is not — we could have 120 percent snowpack, and un- 
less you increase the allocation and allow these people to pump 
then, in fact, nothing is going to be accomplished. As a matter of 
fact, I don’t know if you keep a statistic on how much water that 
would be otherwise delivered to water-users that have been allowed 
to flow out to the Pacific Ocean due to federal imposed restrictions. 

If you could, I would like for the record to find out how many 
acre-feet of water were lost last year due to pumping restrictions. 
You probably don’t know that off the top of your head, but I would 
like to know that number. Do you think you can find that and sub- 
mit that for the record? 

Mr. Connor. Yes, we can, and I will follow up more specifically. 
But for last year’s number — 2009 — the figures that we have been 
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public with, and it is coordinated between our analysis — ours being 
the Bureau of Reclamation — and the State Department of Water 
Resources, is that on average there has been, over the last decade, 
5.7 million acre-feet pumped from the California Bay -Delta — com- 
bined pumping between the state project and the Central Valley 
Project. In 2009 the number was 3.6 million acre-feet, so the dif- 
ference was 2.1 million acre-feet. 

Mr. Calvert. Does that 2.1 million acre-feet have any positive 
impact on the delta smelt? 

Mr. Connor. Well, all I can tell you 

Mr. Calvert. Doesn’t, in fact, the delta smelt population con- 
tinue to decline? 

Mr. Connor. I wouldn’t make a judgment as to their overall 
health, but as you have been informed, the trawling figures that 
estimate the populations were lower this past year. I would just 
note that of that 2.1 million acre-foot reduction 

Mr. Calvert. I would hope in this study that is being completed 
that they would recognize that the smelt population continues to 
crash in spite of the delta restrictions — pumping restrictions — that 
are in place, and that certainly, anecdotally, it would be to most 
people’s reaction that there are other reasons, as Mr. Costa and 
others have pointed out, why the smelt population continues to go 
down. And certainly the interface between an urban population in 
San Francisco and other factors have a negative impact on that 
population. And I would hope that that study would point that out. 

I participated in a meeting with David Hayes some time ago 
about the 2-Gates Project, and I know you have gone through a 
number of studies, and studies of whether — why the 2-Gates 
Project won’t work. I have never really heard precisely why it won’t 
work. Can you tell us, for the record, why you believe the 2-Gates 
project will not work and you will not move forward on that 
project? 

Mr. Connor. Well, we have not made a conclusion that the 2- 
Gates Project won’t work. What we made a conclusion on at the 
end of last year was that we were not going to be able to complete 
the studies necessary to initiate construction in 2010. 

That was based on, I would say, three factors, one factor being 
the substantial increase in cost from the preliminary estimates of 
$25 million to estimates that range from $60 million to $70 million, 
leaving the question of who was going to fund the entirety of the 
project. Two, an independent science panel — the CALFED inde- 
pendent science panel, made up not just of federal biologists, state 
biologists, and other academics, had concluded that there was not 
the — at this point in time there had not been the scientific 
underpinnings have been prove that 2-Gates would work. And then 
three, there was significant local opposition to the project necessi- 
tating a more thorough environmental review than an E.A. 

I would say that in — we are ongoing with the analysis and the 
studies necessary to look at the 2-Gates Project, and they have 
been very fruitful, not that the 2-Gates Project wouldn’t work but 
the location of the gates initially and where they were being 
specked out were probably not the optimum place to put it, and 
there are 
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Mr. Calvert. Well, I would also point out, if there isn’t some ur- 
gency to this, in fact, there won’t be anything left to protect, I 
mean, as far as the farmers — I am not talking about the smelt, 
whether it protects them or not, but we need to get on this right 
away. We have talked about this for well over a year now. And, you 
know, you only have a short window in order to build that, so we 
need to determine whether it is a feasible project or not. 

From my trips up there and talking to people, they believe that 
it is, and I think regarding these numbers that we have been ban- 
tering around, the contractors themselves told me that they 
thought it was about $30 million. I don’t know where others came 
up with the $60 million number, unless it was for environmental 
mitigation that was related to the 2-Gates Project. Was that part 
of the problem? 

Mr. Connor. I don’t know the entirety of the problem, but the 
significant — the most significant aspect of the increase was due to 
trying to move the project forward so quickly 

Mr. Calvert. Well, I guess my biggest concern is that if we can’t 
move forward on these short-term projects how are we going to get 
around to the long-term solution of the Bay-Delta, including the di- 
version around the delta, if ever? I mean, we can’t seem to resolve 
these short-term issues, and I am just very concerned about the fu- 
ture of the Central Valley and what is going to happen. 

So with that, Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Pastor. You know, the drought has been a factor for a num- 
ber of years. That 2.1 million acre-feet, what percentage was due 
to the drought? Do you have any idea? 

Mr. Connor. Of that 2.1 million acre-foot shortfall last year, 75 
percent was attributed to hydrology, or the drought, 25 percent was 
due to the regulatory restrictions. 

Mr. Pastor. How much was 

Mr. Connor. Seventy-five percent, or 1.6 million acre-feet, was 
due to the drought conditions in California, and 500,000 acre-feet, 
or 25 percent, was due to the regulatory restrictions. 

Mr. Berry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Been dealing with water all my life. I am from Arkansas and my 
family is in the rice business, and it is a big deal to us. 

Last year we got 80 inches of rainfall. That is a 10-year supply 
for California or places out there. 

When I first went to work at the White House — Clinton White 
House — in 1993 they explained to me that in the West whiskey is 
for drinking and water is for fighting, and I am sure you have 
heard that before. I then went to the Central Valley — I believe we 
were in Vasai, I am not sure — it was a big packing shed out there 
and it was about 110 degrees, and Secretary Babbitt had been 
there the week before and declared that he would like for the hall- 
mark of this administration to be that he destroyed Friant Dam. 
That didn’t go very well either. 

Bill Thomas — and I didn’t even know who Bill Thomas was; I did 
after that forever more — but I was there as a special assistant to 
the president for agriculture and was trying to explain that they 
really weren’t going to blow up Friant Dam, but Bill Thomas didn’t 
let me off the hook and he took the hide off of me like you wouldn’t 
believe in front of 3,000 people that enjoyed every minute of it. 
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Having said that, when — I was just kind of sitting back thinking, 
“I got 80 inches of rainfall last year and we got water all over the 
place and I am not really worried about it, and this is an issue for 
those west of me,” and then we brang up a project that I didn’t 
even know existed called “Arkansas Valley Conduit.” I don’t know 
how far that is from me but I don’t want them taking water out 
of the Arkansas River if they don’t have to, and that makes me a 
little nervous, even though I don’t know anything about it 

Mr. Salazar. Will the gentleman yield? 

The Arkansas River is in Colorado. It is a small 

Mr. Berry. I know, but it comes by me. [Laughter.] 

And I want it to keep coming by me. We have recommended that 
those states west of us drink as much beer as possible, especially 
in dry conditions. [Laughter.] 

All that having been said, I am very interested in the answer to 
the question that Mr. Calvert from California raised. And I actu- 
ally, when I was in the White House, dealt with some of those 
issues myself, as part of my job. And I know they are complex and 
they are difficult, and you have got extremes on both sides and all 
those things, but is it possible to tell whether all these measures 
that have been done and tried and continued to be speculated 
about, whether it is changing anything or not? 

Mr. Connor. Well, I think it is, and I think some of these meas- 
ures demonstrate progress very soon after they are completed; 
some of them are a little bit more intangible. In response to Con- 
gressman Calvert’s, I guess, admonition that we really latch on to 
some of these projects that can make a difference short term, I 
think the intertie project that we just announced funding for yes- 
terday is one of those projects, and I know you mentioned that as 
progress being made, and I appreciate that. 

That is one that we know, based on that increased flexibility of 
that intertie between the state system and federal system, I think 
there is a general consensus that we are going to yield another 
40,000 acre-feet of water to the project once we complete that. That 
is an 18-month completion. It is going to be in operation at the end 
of 2011, which is great for us because that is when we — that is one 
time that we can start pumping a lot of water. So that is indicative 
of something that will have a very good effect immediately. 

I would also note, as Congressman Calvert is well aware of, the 
Title 16 program that has been strongly supported. This is water 
reuse in Southern California, and its genesis in 1992 was to reuse 
water to get some of the Southern California municipalities to rely 
more on local supplies as opposed to the imported supplies from the 
delta. That, up until this point in time through the various imple- 
mentation of the numerous projects we have in Southern Cali- 
fornia, we estimate they have saved or they have recycled and had 
as an additional supply something to the tune of about 250,000 
acre-feet. 

I don’t think Southern California would have ever survived the 
restrictions from the Colorado River or the Bay-Delta currently if 
they hadn’t implemented those projects and had increased local 
supplies. So I think that is another example of where progress has 
been made, it has been meaningful, and it has helped weather the 
storm. Certainly, though, we have a lot more to do. We are in a 
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new paradigm, given the state of the ecosystem in the Bay-Delta, 
and we need to be rapidly responding to that and developing — Sec- 
retary Castle mentioned — an all-hands-on-deck approach — infra- 
structure, operations, science — so that we can meet the challenges 
that we face now. 

Ms. Castle. Mr. Berry, if I may add to that answer, on the 
science component, one of the things that we are doing is looking 
very hard at connecting jeopardy to the fish species with actions on 
the ground. We are looking at how the smelt in particular are asso- 
ciated with turbid conditions. And that was one of the premises of 
the 2-Gates Project, that we are looking to see if there are less ex- 
pensive, less, sort of, major structural alternatives that we can use 
to try to make a more direct connection between the pumping re- 
strictions and jeopardy to the smelt — getting the smelt killed in the 
ponds. 

So the U.S. Geological Survey is working on that together with 
the Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries. So we are also 
looking forward to the phase two of the National Academy of 
Science studies that will look at the other stressors that you men- 
tioned, Mr. Calvert, the water pollution into the Bay-Delta, that is 
also having an effect on fish. 

And I think finally, we need to recognize that the state of Cali- 
fornia is also looking very hard at what it needs to do with its state 
water project that is also part of the mix here, and the California 
voters will be faced with that decision in November. So, you know, 
I think that it is one of those situations where no one agency can 
solve the problem. It is a big problem. It has developed over 100 
years. We have got an ecosystem in collapse and we all need to 
work together in order to try to make it better. 

Mr. Pastor. In the report it finds that biological opinions are sci- 
entifically justified, but it also asserts implementation of actions 
identified by the opinions need to be accompanied by careful moni- 
toring, adopted management, and additional analysis. So what you 
explained just a few minutes ago, I am assuming that that is part 
of that whole plan as required by the report. 

Ms. Castle. Yes, sir. We are looking and working with NOAA 
Fisheries to integrate the actions of the two agencies that are 
charged with endangered species protections — Fish and Wildlife 
Service and NOAA Fisheries. That was one of the significant find- 
ings in the NAS report, that those two biological opinions should 
be better integrated. So we are looking at both short-term and 
long-term measures to work the bi-ops collectively and also looking 
forward to the announcement of the Bay-Delta Conservation Plan, 
which is expected later this year in November, and that will give 
us the opportunity to work together with NOAA Fisheries to come 
up with an integrated biological opinion that will address the long- 
term plan that California has proposed. 

Mr. Simpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

As you might guess, I was going to ask something about the 
Minidoka Spillway, and so I will. We have discussed this in the 
past, as you know, the irrigation district went out and passed 
bonds that would enable them to fund their portion of the spillway 
project. Bureau didn’t put any funding in for this year so there is 
no match for them. That is why they are concerned that they are 
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going to go out and sell these bonds, they are not going to have the 
money to start this. 

Construction costs are going to be higher next year. Is there any- 
thing we are going to be able to do to help them start this year? 
If not, is it going to be part of the Bureau of Reclamation’s prior- 
ities next year? 

Mr. Connor. Well, we are going to have a hard time getting 
started this year. As you know, we will finish the MPA compliance 
activity by the end of this fiscal year, so if there was funding avail- 
able we would be able to initiate construction in fiscal year 2011. 

It is not, as you mentioned, in our budget request. And so absent 
some federal funds being available or the water-users who, I do un- 
derstand now, have approved their bonding issue, put in additional 
money it looks like we are headed towards a year’s delay in those 
project costs, and we do have to seriously look at that situation. 

That is, as we have discussed, an item now that we have got the 
local funding that we know is going to be made available. We do 
have to look at that as a very high priority need where there is a 
mechanism with the locals to get that done, so it is going to be 
right up there in our considerations next year. 

And I am happy to continue the dialogue that we have had ongo- 
ing. I think it has been fairly productive. And we will continue to 
negotiate a repayment contract under the new authority that was 
provided in the Omnibus Public Lands bill on the chance that there 
is funding made available. 

Mr. Simpson. Appreciate that. 

Over half of Reclamation’s dams and dikes were built in the first 
half of the 20th century. Reclamation has a continued responsi- 
bility to ensure the safety of these facilities. The budget request 
maintains that dam safety is one of Reclamation’s highest priorities 
but the budget request is $95.2 million below the 2010 funding 
level. 

How is this funding level consistent with the administration’s 
recognition that dam safety is one of the highest priorities? And 
have there been any dams that have failed over the last 5, 10, 20 
years? And what is the likelihood of that? 

What are we doing about dam safety? It is a concern of mine, 
having lived below the one dam that probably failed — last major 
one — of Reclamation’s since Teton Dam. 

Mr. Connor. Yes. I think dam safety — I don’t have the exact 
years — has become a much more of a priority for Reclamation. We 
are slightly below — $2 million below the 2010 enacted level, but the 
reason we adjusted that number towards the end of the budget 
process because we were able to put more Recovery Act money in 
towards dam safety funding, specifically to Folsom. So we took 
some of the planned activities for 2011 in Folsom Dam and are ac- 
complishing that this year using some additional Recovery Act 
funds. 

Mr. Simpson. So we put Recovery Act funds into dam safety? 

Mr. Connor. Oh, we put a significant amount of — we always had 
some level of Recovery Act funds into dam safety specifically 
for 

Mr. Simpson [continuing]. Into projects? 
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Mr. Connor. Yes, Folsom Dam, the project that has been ongo- 
ing for several years there. We had an opportunity to complete an- 
other phase so we put in a little bit more money into that par- 
ticular effort. So it has been a priority; we have ramped it up over 
the last, I think, 5 years — I am not sure what the figures are, but 
we got it up to about a $95 million, $100 million program and that 
is where we are trying to keep it right now 

Mr. Simpson. Okay. 

Mr. Connor [continuing]. Given that it is a priority. 

Notwithstanding that, I think a — not a major failure, as you indi- 
cated that Teton was but we did have an incident this year with 
Red Willow Dam in Nebraska that has caused us to draw down 
that facility to a safe operating level, which is going to impact irri- 
gation in Nebraska this year, and we are doing it all -hands-on-deck 
to get a corrective action plan in place with hopefully initiating 
some action, and we will be looking at our budget to take care of 
that corrective action need in 2012 and beyond. 

Mr. Simpson. Well, dam safety is not only an issue with BOR but 
also with the Army Corps. It is one of the primary concerns I have 
with the Army Corps. Did you start any projects with ARRA fund- 
ing that will need additional funding in the future to continue or 
will they be able to be completed with the ARRA funding? 

Mr. Connor. You are talking dam safety 

Mr. Simpson. I am talking — projects, because — well, there was 
direction, as I understand it, that projects that were started with 
ARRA funding were supposed to be completed with ARRA funding 
and not impact the ongoing budget that you currently have. So did 
we start any projects which got partially funded and now we are 
going to have to find funding for in the budget for ongoing years? 

Mr. Connor. Let me answer that question for the record. 

Mr. Simpson. Okay. 

Mr. Connor. I think that would be a more complete and 
thoughtful response. 

Mr. Simpson. Okay. I appreciate that. 

One last question: The quagga mussel research — we provided 
funding for an R&D program to determine ways to deal with this 
invasive species. We are very concerned about this in the West and 
its impact on our waters. How much of that funding is included in 
the Reclamation’s budget to address the control of the quagga mus- 
sels and what is the estimated cost that Reclamation has to deal 
with quagga mussels in Reclamation projects? 

I mean, it is going to be a huge issue. Obviously it is in the Great 
Lakes area, and, you know, we would just as soon leave it there. 

Mr. Connor. Right. And we are taking a, once again, kind of 
across-the-board approach to quagga mussels. We allocated $4.5 
million of Recovery Act money to investigations and trying to do 
the surveys and monitoring, working very closely with the states — 
and Idaho is certainly one of those states — to really identify where 
we have some of these issues. 

Other than that, we have got $1.5 million in our science and 
technology program evaluating ways to deal with the mussels once 
they are there and how to avoid them attaching to some of our fa- 
cilities and ramping up our maintenance costs. Then we have 
money spread out across our regions for additional educating the 
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public on not spreading — potentially spreading — quagga mussels, 
other protection activities. All told, I think we have got in our up- 
coming request something along the lines of $4 million that we are 
going to be applying towards quagga mussel activity 

Mr. Simpson. Well, let’s 

Mr. Connor [continuing]. On top of the $4.5 million 

Mr. Simpson. Let’s get control of them and reduce them, and not 
to the level where they become endangered, because then we have 
got a problem. So find a way to contain them, because they do add 
significantly to the cost 

Mr. Connor. Absolutely. 

Mr. Simpson [continuing]. Of operations and can significantly 
damage the infrastructure of all our projects. So I appreciate it. 
Thank you for all you do. I appreciate you being here. 

Mr. Rehberg. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Simpson. Sure. 

Mr. Rehberg. Mr. Chairman, could I ask also, then, when you 
get back for the record the answer to Mr. Simpson’s question, using 
stimulus dollars for any of those projects that were started, either 
not authorized or new starts? That would complete the question 
that I asked about this current budget — is any money in this cur- 
rent budget being appropriated or requested for either non-author- 
ized — it is not unauthorized, I don’t think is the right word — but 
unauthorized or new starts and you said no. So the question then 
would be, were there any non-authorized or new starts using stim- 
ulus dollars? 

Mr. Connor. Yes. We will combine those questions and make it 
a comprehensive answer. 

Mr. Simpson. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Rehberg. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Simpson. While you are at it — and I am sure that the chair- 
man will agree — we would like to know where you have spent all 
the stimulus money, how much has been obligated, you know 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Rehberg. Did I mention $50 million coming out of my state, 
getting $3 paltry million back? Did I mention that? 

Mr. Simpson. Didn’t get any stimulus money at all? 

Mr. Rehberg. We did get stimulus money. 

Mr. Simpson. You did. 

Mr. Rehberg. Yes. 

Mr. Simpson. I thought it was $50 million. 

Mr. Rehberg. What did I say? $30 million? 

Mr. Simpson. $60 million. It went up $10 million. 

Mr. Rehberg. It was $50 million. It was $50 million that went 
to Reclamation funds; it was $3 million back. 

Mr. Simpson. $60 million in Recovery Act 

Mr. Rehberg. Recovery Act, yes. 

Mr. Simpson [continuing]. Projects in Montana. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Can I reclaim my time from you, Mr. Simp- 
son? 

Mr. Simpson. Yes. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. We would like to know how much money 
has been spent, how much has been obligated, anything related, 
and certainly in terms of jobs. I think that is — that was sort of why 
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we put all that money out there. All of that money being borrowed 
was to actually promote some, hopefully, private sector jobs. Want 
to comment, or 

Mr. Connor. Yes, I 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. If that is all right, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Pastor. It is. 

Mr. Connor. Just very briefly — we will provide a full accounting 
as you request, but as of this date, $615 million have been obli- 
gated of the $950 million that we have received, and about $134 
million has actually already been expended. 

Ms. Castle. Can I also add that the Central Utah Project Com- 
pletion Act Office is the poster child for Recovery Act money spend- 
ing. They have obligated 99.6 percent of the $50 million that went 
to CUPCA and have expended about 60 percent 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. There are no poster children in Idaho? 

[Laughter.] 

Mr. Simpson. I better yield back my time, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Pastor. I think you had better, yes. 

And I felt sorry about Montana, you know, about the measly $3 
million, and now I have got — well, I better start complaining about 
some of the Arizona projects while I am at it. 

Mr. Rehberg. If that money is free why don’t you give us the 
rest of it, the unobligated dollars? What is going to happen to the 
unobligated dollars? That is one of the questions that we always 
need to ask next. 

Mr. Pastor. Well, I know we have to ask it, and I will — why 
don’t you respond for the record as you are going over these 

Mr. Rehberg. Because again, I talk about inflation and we are 
not getting ahead of the game and it keeps costing more, and why 
not take the unobligated and finish 

Mr. Connor. Well, the unobligated funds that we have, we have 
a schedule and we can provide that, too, of where we expect those 
to be expended — obligated over the next few months. For example, 
the Red Bluff Diversion, the pumping plant that we are doing in 
California, our largest Recovery Act project — it is $110 million that 
we obligated towards that. We have already, in a series of con- 
tracts, obligated approximately half of that money, so it has been 
a series of buying equipment, getting initial designs activities 
going. Now our next contract is going to be the balance of the $100 
million, I think by the end of May, which will be something along 
the lines of about a $70 million or $80 million contract to actually 
initiate construction activities. 

So that is kind of indicative of the phased-in approach on that 
particular project. A large fish-screening, Contra Costa, that we 
have is similar. And in fact, we have had three series of obliga- 
tions. The last one will be the balance of construction and we will 
move forward. And that is 

Mr. Pastor. Why don’t I make a request that you have all of 
that back to the committee on the record and that way we have it 
and everybody can see what it is and where it is at. 

Mr. Connor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Simpson [continuing]. To know on that, if I could, Mr. Chair- 
man, is, are we obligating ourselves and this committee to future 
spending because of these projects that should have been completed 
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with ARRA funds — as I understand it the requirement was that 
the project be completed with those funds. 

Mr. Pastor. Are you asking in maintenance and operation? 

Mr. Rehberg. Not in maintenance and operation, but finishing 
construction. 

Mr. Simpson. And if any of those unobligated funds and those 
projects don’t get started that you have got on that list of things, 
there is a Minidoka Spillway waiting. 

Mr. Pastor. Let me ask a question. I will go to Rodney and he 
can — he is yielding time anyway, so I will let him do that. 

I am going to go back to the mussel question. In the last year 
or so there has been great concern on Lake Powell, and conversa- 
tions with the two senators — Senator Kyi and Senator McCain — 
and members of the delegation, there is a concern about the con- 
tamination of Lake Powell with the mussel. 

I don’t know what species it is, but are you aware of it? Because 
I have been told that the Bureau of Reclamation has had some con- 
cern over it. 

Ms. Castle. Oh, I think we are all very concerned that we keep 
the quagga mussel problem from spreading. It is in Lake Mead 
and 

Mr. Pastor. In Lake Mead, okay. 

Ms. Castle. Yes. But there is great concern that it not spread 
to Lake Powell, so they have got an aggressive inspection — boat in- 
spection — program to just try to make sure that boats that have 
been in areas that are infested don’t bring the mussels with them 
to Lake Powell. 

Mr. Pastor. Well, one concern was that we did not have enough 
resources to do adequate policing of the boats coming in and that 
that would — that was where the gap was that the monies were not 
there. And we were talking about what would be different methods 
of providing enough resources so that Lake Powell would not get 
contaminated. 

Ms. Castle. I am not familiar with 

Mr. Pastor. Okay. Maybe you can respond on the record. 

Ms. Castle. Yes. We can respond on the record. 

Mr. Pastor. Okay. 

Rodney. 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. Commissioner Connor, tell me about the — 
is there $10 million for a Bureau-wide urban canal project? 

Mr. Connor. Yes. That is part of the money that we allocated 
towards the aging infrastructure part of our Recovery Act program. 
Approximately $135 million went for various rehabilitation projects 
but we did have $10 million to get our arms around this issue that 
is becoming more readily apparent — the problem of urban canals 
and the possibility of failure of those canals and the impact on the 
communities — adjacent communities, the example being, and what 
has driven the issue, has been the failure of the Truckee Canal, 
through Fernley, Nevada, which resulted in a significant property 
loss in that area. And so based on that and knowing that that 

Mr. Frelinghuysen. So these are urban canals basically in the 
western 

Mr. Connor. Yes. That is correct. 
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Mr. Frelinghuysen. In Reclamation’s canals in the 17 western 
states Idaho has a number of these areas. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman, Mr. Rehberg. 

Mr. Rehberg. Thank you, Mr. Frelinghuysen. 

And Mr. Simpson made a very important point. He said he didn’t 
necessarily need the operation and maintenance but you had said 
before that operation and maintenance is your number one priority 
and then the project construction. So it does matter that if there 
are projects that were completed using stimulus dollars and there 
is operation and maintenance on top of it, that keeps my projects 
in Montana from being completed sooner because you are going to 
go to operation and maintenance as a result. 

And so the question then once again becomes, were there projects 
that were not authorized or new starts using stimulus dollars? And 
I know you are going to need to get back, but that becomes very 
important if construction is after operation and maintenance in 
your list of priorities. So I would like to maybe amend Mr. Simp- 
son’s request and say, yes, please provide for the committee oper- 
ations and maintenance as well for the new projects, completed or 
not, under stimulus 

Mr. Connor. Any operation and maintenance obligations that we 
are then incurring as a result of finishing construction phases? 

Mr. Rehberg. Yes. 

Mr. Connor. Okay. 

Mr. Rehberg. Using stimulus dollars. 

Mr. Connor. Using stimulus dollars. 

Mr. Rehberg. And once again, whether it was unauthorized or 
new starts. 

Mr. Connor. And just two points that I would make, just — and 
I recognize we will be doing this — I don’t — either I am not under- 
standing, but I don’t believe we would be providing any money for 
any unauthorized activities. They are authorized activities. That 
was a fundamental premise of Recovery Act. 

And two, I think — and this is where I want to be careful — new 
starts versus — I know that we did start new authorized projects in 
the Title 16 area. The obligation we have in the Recovery Act was 
to be a — ensure that we complete phases, you know, so that you 
were not — that we didn’t allocate money to a part of a project that 
would then carry over and we would have to naturally fund that 
the next year, that we could complete a phase, such as the rural 
water projects, a water treatment facility — but we will clarify that 
when we get back. 

Mr. Calvert. In your budget — this fiscal 2011 budget — you re- 
quest funding for specific Title 16 projects, which is normal. How- 
ever, you requested funding for a discretionary program where you 
would award funds for Title 16 projects on a competitive basis. Do 
you think it sends a confusing message to Title 16 project sponsors 
that can receive funds either through direct appropriations or 
through a competitive discretionary grant program? 

Mr. Connor. This year is a year of transition, so hopefully any 
confusion will be resolved as we go on task. We have issued now — 
as you know, we worked on the criteria for assessing feasibility of 
projects. Now we have moved into developing criteria for 
prioritizing our funding requests. That is in the mix this year. 
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We just issued the draft criteria approximately 1 month ago; we 
are taking public comment and input into that. And based on that 
transition where previously we had only low dollars for Title 16, 
approximately in the neighborhood of $7 million to $9 million, they 
were being used to fund completion of just a few of the originally 
authorized projects. 

Now we are ramping up the resources available to Title 16. I 
think last year Title 16 received $13.5 million in 2010 enacted, and 
we have increased that in our budget request to $29 million. So we 
are increasing the resources, and while we have got this criteria 
development we decided to allocate this to a pot of money that we 
would then apply that criteria. 

We are still determining how to move forward. Next year we may 
use that criteria and just fund projects or, depending on 

Mr. Calvert. Well, obviously you need to clear that up, because 
there is some confusion out there. 

In your budget you mention unauthorized Title 16 projects that 
received nigh construction funding under a new discretionary pro- 
gram. Do you envision the limits being both on a per-project basis 
as well as an overall basis for unauthorized project funding? 

Mr. Connor. They will all be authorized projects and they will 
all have to fit within the ceiling that is being made available. And 
we will go through the process similar to the process that we used 
in allocating the $135 million for Recovery Act. 

Mr. Calvert. Well if, in fact, you go back and you find, based 
on Mr. Rehberg’s question, that unauthorized projects were funded 
using stimulus dollars, would a project be eligible for non-construc- 
tion funding? 

Mr. CONNOR. No. The only projects that are going to be eligible 
for that money are authorized projects — congressionally authorized 
projects. That is the list of — I think that is one of the first level 
of criteria in the criteria that we just released for comment. So it 
is authorized projects. 

Mr. Calvert. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Murray. I appreciate the opportunity to be here today. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Pastor. That concludes the hearing. 

Thank you very much, Madam Secretary, Commissioner. And 
don’t forget, send us the answers to the questions. Thank you. 
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ADMINISTRATION’S STRATEGY AND FIVE YEAR PLAN 

QUESTION. This is the first time we’ve had you up to testify in front of this subcommittee, but 
it’s been more than a year since this Administration took leadership of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. At a time when demands on the Bureau are expanding, our water infrastructure 
continues to age, and water issues in the West are an increasingly volatile issue, it seems 
particularly important to have a cohesive, deliberate, and well-articulated strategy for moving 
forward. Have you developed such a strategy? 

ANSWER. Yes. Reclamation has developed and continues to update our strategy. 
QUESTION. Can you articulate this Bureau-wide strategy to the Committee? 

ANSWER. The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, develop, and protect 
water and related resources in an environmentally and economically sound manner in the interest 
of the American public. 

The American West is facing ever greater pressures on the available water resources from 
a number of areas including the highest population growth in the Nation, energy development, 
environment flow needs, Indian reserved rights and climate change. Adequate and safe water 
supplies are fundamental to the health, economy, security, and ecology of the country. With 
increased demands for water from growth and energy needs, amplified recognition of 
environmental water requirements, and the potential for decreased supplies due to drought and 
climate change, a water balance cannot be achieved without water conservation and water reuse. 
Federal leadership is critical to widespread acceptance and implementation of effective 
conservation and recycling techniques. 

Reclamation’s strategy includes fulfilling contractual requirements to deliver water and 
power. The strategy includes meeting other water supply needs such as restoring and protecting 
freshwater ecosystems consistent with applicable State and Federal law, and enhancing 
management of our water infrastructure while mitigating for any harmful environmental effects. 
In FY 2011, Reclamation will deliver roughly 28 million acre-feet of water and address other 
resource needs such as fish and wildlife habitat, environmental enhancement, recreation, and 
Native American trust responsibilities. 

QUESTION. Since 2006, the Committee has pressed Reclamation to provide a five-year plan 
that assesses the expected needs, by project, for the next five years. Under the previous 
Administration, Reclamation delivered a five-year plan in 2008 that we found inadequate. 

What are your plans to develop and deliver a meaningful, rational five-year plan that gives the 
Committee an indication of the Bureau’s priorities and plan to address the West’s critical and 
diverse water needs over the next five years? 
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ANSWER, Reclamation is developing a five year plan. The development process is 
complicated by the budget process of one year appropriations. It is difficult to determine out- 
year funding levels on which to base a five year plan. The critical and diverse nature of 
competing water needs also complicates development of the plan. Regional needs vary greatly 
from one year to the next based on factors such as local precipitation and runoff. The greatest 
need this year may not be the area of greatest need next year. Reclamation is exploring the best 
path for developing a five year plan and expects to have a workable draft plan by the end of the 
calendar year. 

QUESTION. What methods will you use to generate this report? 

ANSWER Reclamation will tap the resources of the five regional offices and the 
technical expertise within our Denver headquarters. 

DISCONNECT BETWEEN EXPANDING RESPONSIBILITIES AND BUDGET 

QUESTION. The infrastructure and water issues facing our western states have grown 
significantly in recent years, and so have Reclamation’s responsibilities grown along with them. 
And while the Bureau’s rhetoric seems to have grown accordingly, there seems to be a 
disconnect between what is being asked of Reclamation and the funding levels in the budget 
request. To give an example, the budget request for the WaterSMART initiative explains that 
“Federal leadership is critical to widespread acceptance and implementation of effective 
conservation and recycling techniques.” But then the President’s request provides only $62 
million to provide this “Federal leadership” for a critical issue. 

Is there a disconnect across the Bureau’s programs between its expanding responsibilities and the 
amount of funding in the President’s budget request, given the decline in funding for 
Reclamation, in real dollars, since the 1980’s? 

ANSWER One of Reclamation’s key goals is to promote sustainability in the use of 
limited water resources. The WaterSMART initiative encompasses important programs that can 
and have expanded water supplies in the West. The WaterSMART Grants Program is an 
innovative response to changing demands. The program is very popular with Reclamation 
receiving more requests for funding than is available. For example, in 2009, Reclamation made 
available $40 million of American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds for the 
program. We received proposals totaling about $350 million. 

We will continue to do our best to effectively and efficiently administer this program within 
available resources. 


WATERSMART PROGRAM 
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QUESTION. In the fiscal year 2011 budget request, the Bureau of Reclamation renames the 
Water Conservation Initiative to WaterSMART, which stands for “Sustain and Manage 
America’s Resources for Tomorrow.” Is this simply a name change and marketing effort by the 
Department of the Interior, or does WaterSMART represent a concerted effort to address water 
management issues? 

ANSWER, WaterSMART represents an effort by the Department of the Interior to 
support the sustainable use of water resources and provide coordination on water conservation 
activities between the various Department bureaus and offices. Traditional water management 
approaches are not sufficient to address emerging challenges such as rapid population growth, 
depletion of groundwater resources, environmental needs, and climate change. The 
WaterSMART program will work to achieve a sustainable water strategy to meet the Nation’s 
water needs in the face of these new and emerging challenges. 

QUESTION. What specifically is different between last year’s Water Conservation Initiative 
and the new WaterSMART program, and what additional activities do you expect within the 
program in the future? 

ANSWER. The main distinction between the past programs and the new WaterSMART 
Program is that WaterSMART is an Interior Program involving all bureaus establishing a 
comprehensive approach to sustainably managing finite water resources, including a new 
recognition of the nexus between energy and water resources and strong support for applying 
science to resource management. WaterSMART focuses on a sustainable water resources 
strategy and targeted funding so that the most effective projects are completed. Past programs 
were focused on water conservation projects. Water conservation is still an important 
component of the WaterSMART program and the sustainable water strategy, as evidenced by the 
Department’s Priority Goal for water conservation (increase available water supply by up to 
350,000 acre feet - estimated - by 2012). However WaterSMART goes beyond conservation 
with a broader vision that brings together supply and demand, as well as the economy and the 
environment, and provides the basis for a sustainable water strategy. 

QUESTION. How does Reclamation’s WaterSMART program coordinate and collaborate with 
WaterSMART efforts across the Department of the Interior? 

ANSWER. Reclamation’s WaterSMART efforts include coordination with other 
Department bureaus through among other things, participation in DOI Climate Science Centers 
and Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCC) to obtain the best available science on the 
impacts of climate change on water supplies and to ensure integration of sustainable water 
strategies within the field offices of the Department’s bureaus and agencies. Coordination and 
public involvement are keys to the Department’s effort to maximize the effectiveness of the 
water sustainability efforts and programs. WaterSMART provides a framework for coordinated 
federal leadership and assistance for the efficient and sustainable use of water. Reclamation 
promotes public involvement by engaging with other natural resources partners through the 
LCC, by partnering with non-federal entities on cost-shared conservation projects, and by 
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involving the public in the process of developing climate adaptation strategies through the Basin 
Study Program. 

Reclamation’s WaterSMART Program is focused on promoting sustainable water uses 
through projects funded with cost-shared financial assistance. The WaterSMART Program 
includes cost-shared grants (WaterSMART Grants) for conservation, water and energy 
management improvement projects, basin-wide efforts to evaluate and address the impacts of 
climate change, funding of water reuse and recycling projects through the Title XVI Water 
Reclamation and Reuse Program, the establishment and expansion of collaborative watershed 
groups, and smaller-scale water conservation improvements and planning efforts through the 
Water Conservation Field Services Program. Criteria for the WaterSMART Grant program 
prioritize projects that will maximize water savings and promote water efficiency consistent with 
the High Priority Goal for Water Conservation. In addition, criteria for this program also 
prioritize funding for projects that address the connection between energy and water use. For 
example, through 2010 WaterSMART Grants, the Laguna Madre Water District in Port Isabel, 
Texas, will make improvements to its non-potable water system, including installation of an 
energy recovery turbine to create an expected 17,520 kilowatt-hours per year of electricity from 
wastewater flows. 


DAM SAFETY 


QUESTION. Over half of Reclamation’s dams and dikes were built in the first half of the 
twentieth century, and Reclamation has a continued responsibility to ensure their safety as these 
facilities age. The budget request maintains that dam safety is one of Reclamation’s highest 
priorities, but the budget request of $95.2 million is below the 2010 funding level. How is this 
funding level consistent with the Administration’s recognition of the dam safety as a high 
priority, and what is Reclamation doing to ensure the safety of its aging dams and dikes? 

ANSWER. The FY 201 1 funding request level is sufficient to continue to maintain a 
strong Dam Safety Program. American Recovery and Reinvestment Act funding has enabled 
Reclamation to accelerate and complete the Folsom Dam Piers and Gates Projects four years 
earlier than previously scheduled thus making it possible to reduce the FY 2011 request. 

Reclamation utilizes the Safety of Dams Act to address dam safety issues related to new 
hydrologic, seismic or change in state-of-the-art design and construction practices. 
Approximately 50 percent of Reclamation’s dams were built between 1900 and 1950, and 
approximately 90 percent of the dams were built before currently-used state-of-the-art design and 
construction practices. Dams which lack state-of-the-art structural reliability features place a 
great reliance on monitoring, examinations, and re-analyses as ongoing risk management 
activities to assure safe dam performance. The Dam Safety Program appropriation request 
allows funding to be focused on priority structures based on an evolving identification of risks 
and needs. 
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QUESTION. Have there been any incidents or dam failures in the past five years related to 
aging dams and other Reclamation facilities? If so, please provide a list of these incidents. 

ANSWER. In the past five years, there have been three significant dam incidents which 
resulted in actions that included temporary reservoir restrictions to reduce the risk of dam failure. 
Deer Flat Dam, Idaho, and A.V. Watkins Dam, Utah, were modified under the SOD Act 
authority to carry out state-of-the-art corrective actions and both dams have been returned to 
normal operations. Red Willow Dam, Nebraska, is currently under a reservoir restriction and 
studies are being expedited to determine the appropriate course of action. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT COMPLIANCE 

QUESTION. How is Reclamation acting to comply with the Endangered Species Act, and how 
has this helped shape the budget request? 


ANSWER. The requirements of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) are prioritized across 
Reclamation to ensure compliance. In determining priorities, ESA activities are broken into 
required and discretionary categories. In order to build a sustainable water future, environmental 
concerns need to be addressed and are now part of the mission. 

Required actions are typically those needed to avoid jeopardizing the continued existence 
of a federally listed species or to avoid destroying or adversely modifying designated critical 
habitat identified in biological opinions received during ESA consultations. Required activities 
receive priority in funding to assure that existing and proposed project operations and 
maintenance, water deliveries, and other necessary Reclamation functions are in compliance with 
the ESA. These include those activities identified in completed biological opinions, secretarial 
orders or agreements, settlement agreements, habitat conservation plans, legislation, or any other 
activities that legally bind Reclamation. 

Discretionary activities provide for the proactive conservation, recovery, or protection of 
listed species, and may lead to the de-listing (or down-listing) of listed, proposed, candidate, 
and/or State-listed sensitive species. These activities invest in the future and allow flexibility to 
plan, schedule, budget, and involve other agencies in developing solutions to problems before 
they become critical issues, often with associated legal and regulatory requirements. 

Reclamation also funds activities outside the ESA budget, such as water quality, water 
conservation, invasive species management, and water operation activities that directly and 
indirectly support ESA commitments. 

QUESTION. How has Reclamation balanced ESA compliance activities with its other water 
supply and power generation missions? 
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ANSWER. Reclamation’s efforts to balance ESA compliance with its water supply and 
power generation missions are multi-fold. In addition to consulting with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), Reclamation 
participates in recovery plans, listing decisions, critical habitat designations, and experimental 
population introductions in order to vigorously represent our interests in water and power 
resources, as well as affected species and habitat resources. Similarly, the FWS and NMFS 
benefit from our expertise and viewpoint in making decisions that could affect Reclamation’s 
ability to deliver water and power. 

COLORADO RIVER WATER RIGHTS 

QUESTION. Nearly a century ago, the Colorado River Compact divided water from the 
Colorado River among the seven states seeking water to support irrigation and local populations. 
As populations in this region have grown since that time, water supply is being overwhelmed by 
competing needs for irrigation, water use by tribes, towns, and cities, water demands from 
mining and other industrial operations, and water needed for preservation of the river ecosystem. 
As participants of the Compact negotiate approaches to meet the impending water shortfall, what 
is Reclamation’s role? 

ANSWER. Pursuant to a decree of the U.S. Supreme Court, Reclamation, on behalf of 
the Secretary of the Interior, performs water master responsibilities on the lower Colorado River. 
Within the legal framework of the Law of the River, Reclamation provides technical support in 
the form of modeling analysis which includes mid- and long-term planning; routinely informs 
stakeholders; and meets with stakeholders at their request, including the Basin states, as well as 
water districts, power customers, non-governmental organizations, etc. 

The Annual Operating Plan, which reports both the past operation of the Colorado River 
reservoirs for the completed year as well as projected operations and releases for the upcoming 
year, is prepared by Reclamation in consultation with: (1) the seven Colorado River Basin States 
Governors’ representatives; (2) the Upper Colorado River Commission; (3) Native American 
tribes; (4) appropriate Federal agencies; (5) representatives of the academic and scientific 
communities, environmental organizations, and the recreation industry; (6) water contractors; 

(7) contractors for the purchase of Federal power; (8) others interested in Colorado River 
operations; and (9) the general public, through the Colorado River Management Work Group. 

QUESTION. What actions are or could Reclamation take to alleviate the pressures on the 
supply and sharing of water in the Colorado River? 

ANSWER. Actions taken by Reclamation to help alleviate the pressures on Colorado 
River water supplies include: 

• Coordinate with the Army Corps of Engineers regarding the operation of Alamo Dam (Bill 
Williams River) and Painted Rock Dam (Gila River) regarding releases from these dams 
which reach the Colorado River and may be used to meet downstream water demands that 
would otherwise be met with Colorado River water. 
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• Administer Intentionally Created Surplus (ICS), which is surplus Colorado River System 
water available under certain terms and conditions, to: (a) encourage the efficient use and 
management of Colorado River water and to increase the water supply in Colorado River 
System reservoirs, through the creation, delivery and use of ICS; (b) help minimize or avoid 
shortages to water users in the Lower Basin; (c) benefit storage of water in both Lake Powell 
and Lake Mead; (d) increase the surface elevations of both Lake Powell and Lake Mead to 
higher levels than would have otherwise occurred; and (f) assure any contractor that invests 
in conservation or augmentation to create ICS that no other contractor will claim the ICS 
created by the contractor pursuant to an approved plan by the Secretary. 

• In cooperation with the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD), the 
Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA), and the Central Arizona Water Conservation 
District (CAWCD), Reclamation is operating the Yuma Desalting Plant as a pilot project at 
33 percent of capacity for not more than 365 days to blend desalted water with untreated 
water for a release of approximately 29,600 acre-feet of water to the Colorado River and to 
meet treaty deliveries to Mexico. This will reduce water releases from Lake Mead to help 
meet the Treaty obligations by an equal amount, thereby conserving water in Lake Mead. 
The stakeholders are funding $14 million and Reclamation $9 million of the cost of the pilot 
project. 

• Reclamation is constructing the Drop 2 Storage Reservoir near the All-American Canal in 
California pursuant to an agreement with SNWA, MWD, and CAWCD. These entities are 
providing $172 million of non-Federal funding for construction and operation and 
maintenance of the Project. The Drop 2 Storage Reservoir provides additional storage 
capacity to reduce non-storable flows on the Colorado River below Parker Dam. The 
amount of water that will be conserved is expected to average 70,000 acre-feet per year. 

• Administer the Demonstration System Conservation Program to help determine whether 
voluntary system conservation through the use of land fallowing could be used as an interim 
and supplemental measure to reduce water supply impacts that would otherwise occur in 
Colorado River reservoirs. 

• Participate in a binational process with the Republic of Mexico with the intent to reach a 
recommendation on a legal and policy framework to allow for the storage of Mexico’s water 
in United States reservoirs as well as Colorado River operation during low reservoir 
conditions. 

• Administer the Title XVI program in the Lower Colorado Region to identify and investigate 
opportunities to reclaim and reuse wastewaters and naturally impaired ground and surface 
water. 

• Administer the Water Conservation Field Services Program to help Colorado River water 
users achieve local water conservation goals. 
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• Administer WaterSMART grants which finance projects that address the most significant 
challenges facing our water supplies including population growth, climate change, rising 
energy demands, environmental needs, and aging infrastructure. 

• Administer the Inadvertent Overrun and Payback Policy (IOPP), which applies to Colorado 
River water users in Arizona, California, and Nevada. The IOPP requires water users that 
have exceeded their Colorado River water entitlement to supplement (pay back) Colorado 
River storage with non-Colorado River water supplies through exchange or forebearance. 

• The Colorado River Basin Water Supply and Demand Study was selected for funding under 
the Basin Study Program in September 2009. The Study will be conducted over a period of 
two years, which began in January 2010. The purpose of the Study is to define current and 
future imbalances in water supply and demand in the Colorado River Basin for 
approximately the next 50 years and to develop and analyze adaptation and mitigation 
strategies to resolve supply and demand imbalances. The Study is financed by Reclamation 
and the seven Colorado River Basin States. 

TECHNICAL SERVICE CENTER IN COLORADO 

QUESTION. The Bureau’s Technical Service Center provides research and development, 
testing, and other expertise to Reclamation programs and other federal agencies. However, 
perhaps because the facility receives no direct appropriations and instead receives funding 
through fees from its customers, the center is not substantially mentioned in the fiscal year 201 1 
budget request. It seems that this center could represent a real opportunity to advance 
technologies common across Reclamation activities, but we would like increased clarity on how 
this center is or could be used. Through what process does the Bureau of Reclamation determine 
how the Technical Service Center spends it time, energy, and money? 

ANSWER. Reclamation has developed a business model for the distribution of 
technical services work between the Technical Services Center (TSC) and the regions via 
contracting for needed services. The business practices for which the model calls are overseen 
by Reclamation’s Coordination Oversight Group (COG). These business practices ensure the 
maintenance of the core technical capabilities which Reclamation needs in order to accomplish 
its mission and the efficient distribution of work to the TSC. In general, the TSC staffs for 
specialized disciplines that cannot be cost effectively maintained in each region. 


QUESTION . Please give us an idea of what major activities and areas of focus the center is 
focusing on during fiscal year 2010, and what areas of focus it plans for fiscal year 2011. 

ANSWER . The TSC’s largest individual client has historically been Reclamation’s 
Dam Safety Program as well as Regional clients from Reclamation’s five Regions. This trend 
has continued in FY 2010 and is expected to continue in FY 201 1 . Dam Safety projects in FY 
2010 have included construction of modifications at Folsom Dam, California, design of 
modifications to Glendo Dam, Wyoming, and A.R. Bowman Dam, Oregon; and major 
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evaluations for B.F. Sisk Dam, California, Scoggins Dam, Oregon, and Echo Dam, Utah. Major 
water and related projects in the regions in 2010 include several ARRA funded projects (Red 
Bluff Improvement Project) (fish passage) and Contra Costa Fish Screen) in California, Weber 
Siphon in Washington State, and Yuma Area Office Seismic Upgrades in Arizona. Other TSC 
activities include design work and other studies in support of (and preparation for) modifications 
at Grand Coulee Powerplants in Washington, adding a third generating unit at Black Canyon 
Dam, Idaho, removal of Elwha and Glines Canyon Dams, Washington (reimbursable work for 
the National Park Service), Delta-Mendota Canal Intertie Pumping Plant, California, 
improvements to fish passage at San Acacia Dam, New Mexico, construction of Navajo Gallup 
Water Supply features. New Mexico, and design of Arkansas Valley Conduit, Colorado. We 
anticipate work on these (and similar) projects will continue into FY201 1 and beyond. 

QUESTION. What is your strategic plan for the center, moving forward? 

ANSWER. The TSC’s strategic plan is focused on continuing efforts to shape its future 
workforce and expertise to meet Reclamation’s anticipated technical needs. The workload 
planning effort initiated as a result of the recent Managing for Excellence effort and coordinated 
by Reclamation’s Coordination Oversight Group serves as the primary method for looking ahead 
to those technical needs, as will ongoing consultation with our client offices. 

QUESTION. Where are the real opportunities to improve Reclamation projects and reduce 
costs through activities at this centralized technical center? 

ANSWER While some disciplines and areas of technical expertise lend themselves to 
deployment in multiple Reclamation Offices, the TSC has proven to be an efficient 
organizational structure to house the most specialized disciplines in sufficient numbers to allow 
long term maintenance of the needed expertise. This efficiency has been demonstrated in recent 
years by the fact that the TSC’s billable rate (the hourly labor rate charged to individual project 
accounts) in 2010 is lower than the rates charged in 2008 and 2009. 


Examples of the specialized disciplines housed in the TSC include dam safety related 
analyses and designs, hydropower generation O&M and efficiency improvements, materials and 
hydraulic laboratory studies, quagga and zebra mussel related research, analysis of impacts to 
water operations resulting from climate change, advanced water treatment technologies, 
technology advancement of fish and wildlife protection and habitat restoration, and complex 
analyses of socio-economic benefits and costs for Reclamation projects. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
DESALINATION RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

QUESTION. What research and development plans does Reclamation have for the Brackish 
Groundwater National Desalination Research Facility in 201 1 ? 
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ANSWER. In general, the work at this facility focuses on resolving environmental 
issues and reducing the cost of treating inland brackish groundwater. Emphasis is being placed 
on testing of technologies for the pretreatment and treatment of brackish groundwater, and 
disposal of concentrate, with special emphasis on the use of renewable energy to drive such 
processes. 

Research funds for the Brackish Groundwater National Desalination Research Facility 
(Facility) were earmarked to New Mexico State University (NMSU) in FY 2008 ($3,365 million) 
and FY 2009 ($2.0 million). In FY 2010, NMSU is developing the program for research at or 
associated with the Facility with requests for competitive, merit reviewed proposals to be 
advertised in late FY 2010 and FY 2011. Reclamation is advertising a FY 2010 funding 
opportunity announcement for $1.0 million where at least one pilot plant will be constructed at 
the Facility and much of the research will lead to pilot projects at the Facility. For FY 201 1 , 
Reclamation has requested $1.6 million for O&M of the Facility, and $2,066 million for research 
on advanced water treatment technologies, some of which will occur at the facility. 

Research to date at the Facility has included work with NMSU, General Electric, Sandia 
National Laboratories, the University of Texas at El Paso, Colorado School of Mines, Veolia 
Water, and Ohio State University. Funding for this research has come from a number of sources 
including Department of Defense (Army and Navy), Department of Energy, State of New 
Mexico, State of Texas, as well as Reclamation. A number of other projects are in the discussion 
stages including renewable energy driven processes, innovative energy recovery systems, new 
desalination processes, and a partnership with the City of Alamogordo, New Mexico, a major 
private sector company, and a local university. 

The Facility provides all the resources for researchers working with desalination systems, 
concentrate management issues, renewable energy /desalination hybrids, and small and rural 
systems. 

QUESTION. Will the fiscal year 201 1 budget request allow for meaningful research at the 
facility? 

ANSWER. Historically, Reclamation has ensured that research appropriations produce 
the highest quality products by defining the research objectives to address the highest-priority 
issues, and funding research through an open, competitive, peer reviewed process in keeping 
with the Administration’s standards for research administration. 

This approach will be used to define and guide research at the Facility for those 
appropriations that Reclamation administers. The amounts requested in the President’s FY 201 1 
budget are sufficient to undertake the important work of advancing the treatment of brackish 
groundwater. 
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QUESTION. Zero discharge desalination for brackish groundwater has been cited as a difficult 
technical challenge with substantial potential benefits for inland areas. Has Reclamation 
considered research for this technology? 

ANSWER. Reclamation has provided competitive funding as well as carried out in- 
house research in this area for many years and it remains a critical area for additional study. 
Research has included testing of solar salt gradient ponds, enhanced evaporation, thermal 
technologies, high recovery techniques, studies on deep well injection, and newer hybridization 
of technologies. Through our partnership with NMSU, Reclamation is working with the 
Consortium for Hi-Technoiogy Investigations in Water and Wastewater (CHIWAWA) and non- 
profit research organizations to prioritize research needs in this area. 

QUESTION. What other advanced water treatment options are showing promise for impaired 
groundwater, and is Reclamation pursuing these options? 

ANSWER Many technologies exist to treat a range of brackish waters. Reclamation 
focuses its research on technologies that may represent a significant breakthrough in either cost 
reduction or effectiveness of treatment. Currently, two of the most promising technologies that 
Reclamation is developing are: (1) a truly chlorine-resistant thin-film composite reverse osmosis 
membrane that will allow pre-treatment with chlorine to prevent biofouling without the 
degradation of the membrane, and (2) a more efficient cellulose-triacetate membrane that is 
naturally chlorine resistant. Both technologies will likely be tested at the Facility. 

In addition. Reclamation is exploring potential options with other government agencies, 
universities, non-profits, and the private sector. Not only are there new membrane formulations 
being created and tested by Reclamation and others, innovative work is continuing on the 
development of cost-effective concentrate disposal, reduced energy consumption/lower COj 
footprint/renewables, reduced fouling/pretreatment, and alternative desalination technologies 
such as forward osmosis, membrane distillation, electrodialysis, capacitive deionization, thermal 
technologies and others. 

QUESTION. Do you see any potential for Reclamation becoming involved in the construction 
of desalination plants? Why? 

ANSWER. Reclamation was involved in the design and construction of the world’s first 
large-scale, reverse osmosis, desalination plant in the 1970s and 1980s, the Yuma Desalting 
Plant (YDP). The YDP applied the innovations developed by the old Office of Water Research 
and Technology and applied them on a very large scale. Since then, a number of brackish 
desalination projects have received construction funding through the Water Reuse Program, 
authorized by Public Law 102.575, as amended. 

Historically, Reclamation has focused upon research and development of advanced water 
treatment technologies up through pilot scale testing and demonstration, and moving those 
technological advances to the private sector for commercialization. Given the very large global 
industry around design and construction of desalination plants, there does not appear to be a need 
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for Reclamation to expand its role into this business. However, Reclamation may be able to play 
a role in providing designs or reviewing designs for systems that are not a focus of the 
mainstream design and construction industry, for example for small-scale plants that are part of a 
Reclamation Rural Water project, or applications on Indian lands, or applications that are 
otherwise integrated with Reclamation projects, 

QUAGGA MUSSELS RESEARCH 

QUESTION. In FY10 we provided funding for Reclamation to establish a quagga mussel R&D 
program to determine ways to deal with this invasive species. What is the status of this effort? 

ANSWER. Reclamation has a very active research and development program underway, 
working with all of the Western states and several other Federal and local agencies, developing 
and testing several methods for early detection of mussels, deterrence of mussel attachment, 
removal of mussels, or killing of mussels in situ. Methods being tested include high-capacity 
filters, ultraviolet light, pulsed-pressure systems, bacterial by-product derived from Pseudomonas 
fluorescens, foul-resistant and foul-release coatings, high and low pH modulation, and predatory 
fish. Emphasis is placed on methods that are environmentally friendly and do not require costly 
permitting for use in open water systems. We are also developing a research plan in conjunction 
with the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission to 
test multiple untested existing and new methods for cleaning mussels from recreational boats. 

Using ARRA funds, starting in 2009 and continuing in 2010, we are testing 
approximately 200 reservoirs and other water bodies in the West for the earliest possible 
detection of mussel larvae. This program is coordinated closely with all of the western states. 
Results are reported to each of the states and to the associated Reclamation operating offices. 

This careful monitoring will provide us the greatest lead time (up to 5 years) to plan, budget, and 
implement facility protection strategies before an infestation creates substantial problems for 
operation of our facilities. 

Reclamation recently briefed the Metropolitan Water District, the Water Research 
Foundation, and the USGS on current research and discussed new avenues for collaboration. 
Reclamation is also hosting the 2010 International Conference on Aquatic Invasive Species, with 
a primary focus on invasive quagga and zebra mussels in the western United States. 

QUESTION. How much funding is included in Reclamation’s budget to address the control of 
quagga mussels? 

ANSWER. Reclamation does not have a line item for addressing mussels. 

Approximately S1.5M is allocated within the Science and Technology line item to support 
development and testing at several of our Lower Colorado River dams that are already impacted 
by mussels. Approximately S200K is included annually in each region's O&M budget to support 
prevention, development of response plans, facility vulnerability assessments, public outreach 
and education, and coordination efforts with other agencies, stakeholders, and interested 
organizations. 
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QUESTION. What are the estimated costs to Reclamation to deal with quagga mussels at 
Reclamation projects? 

ANSWER. Apart from basic monitoring and outreach, the only Region expending 
significant funds on retrofitting facilities for control, management, and protection against 
mussels is the Lower Colorado Region, which has been dealing with invasive mussels in Lakes 
Mead, Mohave, and Havasu since 2008. The table below provides a general summary of 
Reclamation-wide costs associated with planning, prevention, and mitigation for invasive 
mussels to date. Reclamation is monitoring more than 100 of its high-risk reservoirs for early 
presence of mussel larvae. However, it is not possible at this time to forecast how quickly the 
infestation will spread and, therefore, what the longer term costs will be for prevention and 
mitigation. 


Quagga and Zebra Mussels Costs/Budgets 


Reclamation 

FY 08 

FY 08 

FY 09 

FY 09 

ARRA 

FY 10 

FY 10 

Total 

Costs and Budget for 

Actual 

Direct 

Enacted 

Direct 

Funding 

Enacted 

Direct 


Quagga/Zebra 

Mussels 

Appropriated 

Fund.l 

Approp. 

Fund 


Approp. 

Fund 


Prevention 

72,750 

1,828, 

160,947 

25,804 

0 

458,000 

50,000 

769,329 

Early Detection/Rapid 
Response 

114,550 

10,000 

104,056 

59,458 

4,500,000 

478,000 

100,000 

5,366,064 

Control and 

Management 

109,506 

220,000 

279,629 

267,000 

0 

510,000 

305,000 

1,691,135 

Research 

927,390 

23,090 

1,093,000 

0 

0 

1,490,000 

0 

3,533,480 

Education and 

Outreach 

262,001 

1,158 

403,208 

22,142 

0 

521,940 

20,000 

1,230,449 

Subtotal 

1,486,197 

256,076 

2,040,840 

374,404 

4,500,000 

3,457,940, 

475,000 



1 Direct Funding includes all funds and services provided by Reclamation customers, including power revenues, in- 
kind services, cost share contributions and direct or contributed funds. 
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Total 

1,742,273 

2,415,244 

4,500,000 : 

3,932,940 

12,590,457 


Category Key: 

Prevention: This includes specific prevention measures such as the preparation of facility assessment 
plans, boat/equipment inspection/cleaning, and related training. 

Early Detection and Rapid Response: This includes monitoring of invasions that are beginning to appear, 
and quick coordinated responses, including the development of plans to destroy or contain invasive 
species before they become too widespread. 

Control and Management: This includes actions taken to control, limit, or reduce the impact of mussels 
on water system function. Control methods are generally categorized under four topics: biological 
control, chemical control, cultural control, and mechanical control. 

Research: This includes efforts to identify, develop, demonstrate, and implement (on a pilot or small 
scale basis) conventional and promising new strategies and technologies to protect facilities from zebra 
and quagga mussels which has potentially broad application for water and power infrastructure. 

Education and Outreach: This includes education and outreach programs to make the public aware that 
their actions can result in the introduction and spread of quagga and zebra mussels. Some examples 
include posting or distribution of signs, posters, and handouts in public recreation sites, or sponsoring 
public workshops and training. This also includes participation and leadership in regional, national, and 
international professional efforts to review and share knowledge on efforts to prevent, research, detect, 
and conduct research on quagga or zebra mussels. 

Interagency Coordination: This includes Reclamation's active participation on the Federal Aquatic 
Invasive Species Task Force as well as the Western Regional Panel on Aquatic Nuisance Species, in 
particular, it includes work to prevent the spread of invasive quagga and zebra mussels. 

TITLE XVI FUNDING CRITERIA 

QUESTION. Title XVI programs are traditionally not well supported by the Administration. I 
am pleased to see an increase for these projects in your budget. I understand reimbursement for 
constructed projects will not be eligible for this funding. Can you explain how the unallocated 
$20 million will be allocated to projects? 

ANSWER. Reclamation is currently developing funding criteria for use in allocating 
such funding to specific projects. In March 2010, draft criteria were made available for public 
comment. Reclamation is currently making revisions to those draft criteria, including addressing 
comments received, and plans to make final criteria available in October 2010. Generally, 
criteria will focus on reducing existing diversions or addressing specific water supply issues in a 
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cost-effective manner, addressing environmental and water quality concerns, and meeting other 
program goals. A funding opportunity announcement will then be prepared in the fall of 2010. 
Eligible entities will be invited to submit applications for funding. The procedure will be similar 
to the steps used to allocate $135 million in ARRA funding to Title XVI projects in 2009, when 
proposals were reviewed and ranked to identify individual projects for funding. 

QUESTION. If you will not consider reimbursements, why was this decision made? Based on 
conversations with project proponents, this funding would be invested in further water supply 
improvements. 

ANSWER. Under the draft criteria, the FY 201 1 Title XVI funding opportunity would 
be available for new work and would be open to authorized projects that have received Federal 
funding in the past and those that have not received Federal funding to date. Reclamation 
proposes to consider activities that can be commenced in FY 201 1 and completed within 24 
months so that applicants are on similar footing as they submit proposed project phases for 
funding and so that progress toward expected results can be tracked over a two-year period. 
Reclamation will consider comments received on the draft criteria prior to finalizing. 

QUESTION. What modifications do you believe could be made to the Title XVI program that 
would make it more acceptable to the Administration? 

ANSWER. Water reuse through the Title XVI program is a key aspect of the 
Department’s WaterSMART program. Reclamation supports efforts to increase local water 
supplies through increased recycled water use. Title XVI projects enable water to be reused, 
thereby improving efficiency, providing flexibility during water shortages, and diversifying the 
water supply. Reclamation looks forward to working with the Committee to make the Title XVI 
program as effective as possible as part of this coordinated approach to secure and stretch water 
supplies for use by existing and future generations. 

TITLE XVI FUNDING BACKLOG 

QUESTION. How much of a backlog currently exists in the currently authorized Title XVI 
Program? 

ANSWER. There are currently 53 authorized Title XVI projects. Together, those 
authorized projects have a remaining balance in excess of $600 million in Federal funding - after 
the $135 million allocated under the ARRA and FY 2010 funding has been applied. 

QUESTION. How will the Bureau of Reclamation’s budget over the coming years address this 
backlog? 
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ANSWER. The FY 201 1 budget proposal represents a 1 13% increase over the FY 2010 
enacted level, including the amount proposed for allocation through application of new criteria. 
Individual Title XVI projects must compete with other needs within Reclamation, including 
numerous competing mission priorities, for funding priority in the President’s budget request. 

To address outstanding Federal cost-share for Title XVI projects in coming years. Reclamation 
plans to use new funding criteria to identify the projects that most closely meet program 
priorities. 

HYDROPOWER AND DAMS COOPERATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES 
ON HYDROPOWER 

QUESTION, The Bureau of Reclamation owns and operates a significant portion of the nation’s 
hydropower facilities, and yet the Bureau of Reclamation is certainly not the only federal agency 
heavily involved in hydropower. Within just this Subcommittee’s jurisdiction, the Army Corps 
of Engineers owns and operates a large fleet of hydropower dams, and the Department of 
Energy, Reclamation, and Army Corps ail conduct research and development on hydropower 
technologies. The Bureau of Reclamation announced in March a memorandum of understanding 
between the Bureau, Department of Energy, and Army Corps of Engineers. What areas of 
redundancies in hydropower work and research and development have historically existed across 
federal agencies? 

ANSWER. The research performed by Reclamation has historically been coordinated 
with other Federal agencies by supporting the exchange of research findings through the use of 
conference proceedings, peer reviewed publications, and participation in industry organizations. 
The recent memorandum of understanding will facilitate the exchange of research activities and 
findings by establishing working groups on specific topics and encouraging Reclamation 
researchers to partner with the Army Corps of Engineers and the Department of Energy. 

QUESTION. How is Reclamation coordinating with these other federal agencies to prevent 
redundancy in projects and research across the government? 

ANSWER. There are some long term collaborative efforts in place. For several years 
Reclamation and the Corps have jointly coordinated training and sharing of information through 
regular hydropower program operations and maintenance conferences pursuant to a Partnership 
Agreement signed February 1 1 , 2005. In the spirit of this agreement each agency has sought out 
opportunities to share information and collaborate on projects to realize resource efficiencies and 
new technologies. 

Reclamation and the Corps have coordinated to prevent duplication of effort and 
redundancy on operation and maintenance standards. We have worked together to develop a 
powerplant review program that is used by both agencies to evaluate the management, 
operations, electrical and mechanical maintenance at their plants. This has been a great success. 

Reclamation, the Corps, the Bonneville Power Administration, and DOE, have partnered 
to develop asset management tools to support capital asset planning. 
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Additionally, Reclamation is a member of the Center for Energy Advancement through 
Technology Innovation (CEATI), which is comprised of the major federal and non-federal 
hydropower producers in the United States and Canada. This organization facilitates the 
exchange of research performed by member organizations and results in jointly funded research. 

Another way Reclamation and the other federal agencies under the MOU have worked to 
prevent redundancy is to perform literature searches. These searches identify studies that have 
already been completed or are underway. The results of those studies can be used in decision 
making or to feed into more broad-based studies. Reclamation has already shared the results of 
some of our literature searches with DOE in an effort to prevent redundancy. 

QUESTION. How is Reclamation cooperating with these other agencies on research and 
development of hydropower technologies? 

ANSWER. The March 2010 MOU between Reclamation, DOE, and the Corps calls for 
the agencies to specifically identify Federal facilities and lands owned or controlled by the U.S. 
that are suited for environmentally sustainable hydropower energy development. Under the 
MOU, DOE has the primary role on research and development of new hydropower technologies 
and will share that work with Reclamation and the Corps. Reclamation is committed to helping 
to meet the Nation’s needs for reliable, affordable and environmentally sustainable hydropower 
by focusing on increasing renewable energy generation at its facilities while also taking into 
account the need to maintain healthy ecosystems. 

QUESTION. The revision of the 1834 study that Reclamation is undertaking this year will 
identify new sites where new technology can be applied, especially as it relates to small 
hydropower. How will the memorandum of understanding help the federal government and 
Reclamation to more efficiently and effectively increase hydropower power generation at 
existing facilities? 

ANSWER. For facilities with existing hydropower plants the MOU will help 
Reclamation, DOE, and the Corps work together to identify new technologies to help increase 
hydropower generation. This could include such things as more efficient turbines, operations 
optimization protocols, or new superconductor generator winding designs. 

For existing Reclamation facilities including dams with and without power, many of the 
elements in the MOU focus the agencies on identifying potential new projects within the existing 
Federal footprint or the enhancement of existing hydropower facilities in a sustainable and 
environmentally friendly way. This includes investigating ways to responsibly facilitate the 
permitting process for federal and non-federal hydropower generation at federally-owned and 
Indian Tribe facilities by increasing coordination among the Agencies that have jurisdiction. 
Increased communication and coordination between agencies at all levels, integration of energy 
and water policies, joint emphasis on environmental studies and sustainability, and completion of 
the Federal Facility Energy Resource Assessment will contribute to accomplishing this goal. 
Through the MOU, Reclamation, DOE and the Corps are also working to increase involvement 
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with other stakeholders, including hydropower interests, environmental groups, other federal 
agencies and members of the public. Through this collaborative approach, which emphasizes 
increased information sharing and communication, the agencies hope to minimize conflicts and 
better leverage limited resources. 

QUESTION. The fiscal year 2010 conference report provided $5 million to Reclamation for 
this fiscal year for hydropower activities. Please provide a detailed explanation of how 
Reclamation is using those funds. 

ANSWER. Reclamation has initiated an Uprate and Efficiency Study. That study, 
scheduled to be completed in October 2010, will indicate where increases in capacity and 
efficiency can be gained at existing Reclamation powerplants. From that study. Reclamation can 
better plan things like turbine replacements and generator rewinds to increase its renewable 
energy contributions. 

Reclamation has also initiated a new section 1834 Study to update the hydropower 
resource assessment called for in the 2005 Energy Policy Act. This revision will identify 
underdeveloped sources of new hydroelectric energy. Examples could include opportunities at 
currently non-powered dams and irrigation canal drops. The study will look deeper into the 
economic feasibility of the sites and consider new information on proximity to transmission lines 
and renewable energy credits. 

Additionally a plan is being developed to initiate an optimization study which will look at 
energy gains that can be made through more efficient operation and scheduling of our existing 
hydropower resources. 

A pilot program will be conducted in collaboration with DOE and the Department of the 
Army under the MOU. We are currently evaluating watershed basin and smaller scale locations 
for implementation of this program. The program will entail new development of hydropower 
along with other renewables. 

The Bowman Feasibility Study will examine the feasibility of adding power to a 
Reclamation dam in Oregon that was identified in the original section 1 834 Study as likely being 
a potential site for hydroelectric power development. 

The small remainder of the funding is being allocated to fund the implementation and 
management of this work. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT OF TURBINES 

QUESTION. The Bureau of Reclamation’s Science and Technology Program focuses on the 
research and development of water and power solutions. The budget request includes $1 1.5 
million for this program, an increase of 25% over fiscal year 2010. What research and 
development areas account for the increase over the 2010 budget? 
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ANSWER. The increase is to address the Department’s high priority initiatives on 
climate change impacts to water resources, and to mitigate the impact of invasive aquatic 
mussels on Reclamation dams and hydropower facilities. 

QUESTION. Do you see continued growth for this program in the coming years? 

ANSWER. Over the next few years. Reclamation is increasing the focus of the Science 
and Technology Program on Climate Change Adaptation research. Climate Change Adaptation 
includes research to: increase efficiency of hydropower generation; improve means for 
conserving water and improve efficiency of use; expand water supplies through desalination and 
reuse; develop better ways to utilize groundwater storage and conjunctive management; and 
create tools for environmental management under climate stresses. 

QUESTION, What unique research and development capabilities reside in the Bureau’s 
program that are not redundant with the research and development capabilities within other 
federal agencies? 

ANSWER. Reclamation, as the largest wholesale supplier of water, and the second 
largest producer of hydropower in the West, has enormous mission responsibilities for extensive 
infrastructure, water and power delivery, dam safety, and environmental stewardship. The 
agency maintains the expertise to manage these facilities, to assess problems, and to develop 
solutions. This includes maintaining research capabilities in most of the core mission areas - 
structural integrity and dam safety, hydraulics, concrete and materials testing, design and 
construction, endangered and invasive aquatic species, hydropower generation and system 
operations, river and reservoir system modeling, and water supply forecasting. 

Examples of highly specialized research and testing facilities that Reclamation utilizes 
include one of the largest hydraulics labs in the nation (with a quarter of a million gallon water 
storage reservoir), a five million pound materials testing machine, hydroelectric lab with high 
voltage test facility, as well as a variety of highly specialized equipment for studying natural 
resources including soils, water quality, invasive mussels, and natural habitats. 

In most areas, Reclamation seeks to partner with other agencies that have complimentary 
capability. For example, Reclamation established the Climate Change and Water Working 
Group (C-CAWWG) that brings together the two principal federal water management agencies 
(Reclamation and the Corps) with the two principal federal climate and water science agencies 
(National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and USGS) to bring the best 
climate change science to bear on issues of water management. This group is actively 
identifying the information gaps most critical to water managers and then steering the resources 
of NOAA, USGS, and the Regional Integrated Sciences Assessment Centers to address those 
gaps. Driving research priorities based upon the needs of resource managers has proven a very 
effective collaboration. 
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QUESTION. What science and technology areas are most significant for Reclamation’s current 
water challenges? Are any of these areas not currently met by Reclamation’s Science and 
Technology Program? 

ANSWER. Although the Science and Technology Program addresses a very wide range 
of technology solutions for water resources management, three areas have received the most 
emphasis in the last several years: (1) climate change impacts on water and power resources, (2) 
invasive mussels impacts on water facilities, and (3) advanced water treatment technology to 
expand the available water supply. The Science and Technology Program has the flexibility to 
move resources to new areas of concern as they emerge. 


HYDROPOWER IN CONDUITS 

COOPERATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES ON HYDROPOWER 

QUESTION. While there is certainly the potential for increasing hydropower generation at 
existing conventional dams facilities, the Bureau of Reclamation also controls conduits — 
pipelines and canal — which may be tapped for hydropower generation at little or no 
environmental cost. How is Reclamation taking advantage of conduits for hydropower 
generation? 

ANSWER Recent advances in technology for very low head and micro-hydro projects 
are providing the opportunity for Reclamation to look at sites that were previously not 
considered for development. We intend to work through the new MOU with the Corps and DOE 
to identify potential sites and appropriate technologies that can be utilized to increase generating 
capacity on conduits. 

QUESTION. Is Reclamation proposing work on any new or existing conduit hydropower 
projects in its 201 1 budget request? 

ANSWER Reclamation will be conducting studies on potential canal and pipeline sites 
in FY 201 1 . Additionally, as the Pilot Project Program develops it is possible that some funds 
will be used to further investigate potential sites that are identified within Reclamation project 
lands. 


KLAMATH DAM REMOVAL 

QUESTION. The Bureau of Reclamation and other federal agencies are currently performing 
studies to evaluate the removal of four dams on the Klamath River owned by PacifiCorp. What is 
the Bureau of Reclamation’s role in these studies and dam removal negotiations, and how is 
Reclamation interacting with the dam owner and other stakeholders? 

ANSWER. Reclamation has been in ongoing communication with PacifiCorp and other 
stakeholders throughout this process. The Klamath Dam Removal and Sedimentation Studies 
are being conducted as a result of negotiations initiated in 2005 and completed in 2010 regarding 
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restoration of the Klamath River. The Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement (KHSA) 
signed February 18, 2010, contains the requirements for the Secretarial Determination, which 
will be completed in 2012. Study results will inform whether removing PaeifiCorp’s four dams 
on the Lower Klamath River is in the public interest and advances restoration of the Klamath 
River fisheries. Interior, along with the departments of Agriculture and Commerce, developed a 
preliminary program management plan for these studies, to be implemented by a Technical 
Management Team (TMT) comprised of the agencies’ staff. Reclamation was the lead on 
sediment sampling of the reservoirs. PacifiCorp staff provided access for the sampling, and 
access to confidential drawings and maps, so that data gaps could be identified and addressed. 
The program management plan is being revised by the TMT to define and implement studies 
required for the Secretarial Determination. The studies include engineering, environmental, and 
economic analyses of dam removal. The findings will inform a joint National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA)/Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document, to be completed 
by November 2011. Reclamation awarded a contract for preparation of the environmental 
documentation, on March 3 1 , 2010. During the public scoping process under NEPA/CEQA, 
both stakeholders and the public will have an opportunity to provide additional input to the TMT 
and Interior. 

QUESTION. Are there currently any roadblocks to the ongoing studies? If so, what are they? 

ANSWER. At this time, there are no specific roadblocks to the ongoing studies. The 
requirement for completing the Secretarial Determination by March 2012 reflects an accelerated 
schedule for a project of this magnitude. 

HYDROPOWER DAMS AND GRAND COULEE DAM 

QUESTION. The Grand Coulee Dam provides a good example of the tradeoffs between the 
uses of our vast natural resources. The dam has a generating capacity of 6,908 megawatts— a 
staggering amount of clean power generation. The river water understandably has other 
demands, however, such as irrigation, fish protection, and domestic water use, and so the dam 
only generates an average output of 2,300 megawatts, about one-third of its generating capacity. 
As you know, this Subcommittee also has jurisdiction over the Department of Energy, and so we 
appreciate the value of clean, renewable energy generation, in addition to water supply needs and 
ecosystem preservation. Using the Grand Coulee Dam as an example, are there opportunities, 
such as infrastructure improvements and upgraded turbines, that could squeeze more clean power 
out of this dam without sacrificing water supply and ecosystem preservation? 

ANSWER. Grand Coulee Dam receives direct funding from DOE’s Bonneville Power 
Administration (BP A). BPA has funded enhancements at the Grand Coulee Powerplant over the 
past ten years and improvements are scheduled to continue into 2015. Projected improvements 
include new turbine runners, generator rewinds, new transformers, and new excitation systems. 
The turbine runner replacement has resulted in a three percent efficiency improvement which 
results in additional energy benefits for BPA customers. 
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Additional studies and implementation for hydropower optimization considering unit 
commitment and economic dispatch would improve loading of Reclamation’s units. This would 
help ensure the units are loaded at the most efficient operating levels which leads to savings in 
operations and maintenance costs. 

QUESTION. Is this typical of situations across Reclamation’s fleet of dams? 

ANSWER. Yes, it is standard Reclamation practice to partner with its customers and 
plan powerplant improvements to enhance power generation, water delivery, and ecosystem 
preservation. Other examples of facilities that have undergone improvements similar to those at 
Grand Coulee over the past ten years are Hoover, Shasta, Glen Canyon, Parker, Davis, Crystal, 
New Melones, and Alcova resulting in 430,800 kWof additional capacity. 


HYDROPOWER AND DAMS 

INVESTMENT PLAN FOR POWER GENERATION AT EXISTING DAMS 

QUESTION. Mr. Connor, would you care to comment on the status of the Bureau’s hydropower 
facilities? Obviously, hydropower is a critically important source of pollution-free energy, but 
upkeep of facilities isn’t cheap. What is your long-term investment plan for your facilities? 

ANSWER. In most regions of Reclamation, hydropower operations, maintenance and 
replacement is funded through customer or revenue funding, not appropriations. In the regions 
where this is not the case, it has been harder to keep up with facility maintenance due to the 
uncertainty of annual appropriations. 

Reclamation will continue to work with its partners and stakeholders to identify and set 
priorities for investments in facilities and infrastructure to ensure reliable hydropower production 
and to allow us to capitalize on emerging technologies and operation efficiencies. Our emphasis 
on facility assessments and optimization along with increased collaboration and communication 
with other Federal energy agencies and private sector technology innovators will provide a road 
map for this effort. 

QUESTION. Does this include plans to increase power generation, keep it steady, or accept 
some loss in resources? 

ANSWER. Hydropower is a mininmal emission, low cost source of energy and can play 
a critical role in helping integrate other renewable energy technologies into the U.S. electric grid. 
Reclamation is committed to increasing energy generation at its facilities while maintaining 
environmental quality. Upon completion of our uprating and efficiency improvement study this 
year. Reclamation will have identified its capability to increase power generation at its existing 
powerplants. Once we obtain these results, the necessary work will be planned and implemented 
as funding becomes available. These gains will be coupled with new development of small 
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hydro at non-powered dams and the integration of other types of renewable energy development 
opportunities on the National Electric System. 

QUESTION. Is it appropriate to push for an increase of power generation at Reclamation’s 
existing facilities? 

ANSWER. Yes. Reclamation is a responsible provider of hydropower in the West. We 
will continue to evaluate our hydropower program for opportunities to add additional power 
production in a sustainable and environmentally responsible way. We believe this can be done 
effectively by working with other Federal agencies, our partners, and stakeholders to identify and 
prioritize the appropriate projects for the right facilities using the best technology and shared 
resources. 

NATIONAL ACADEMIES’ STUDY ON CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA 

QUESTION. Mr. Commissioner, the National Academies released last month a study of water 
diversions in California’s Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. These diversions, which supply 
water to agricultural and municipal and industrial customers, have impacted ecosystem 
restoration and the protection of endangered species, and highlight the challenge in California of 
providing water for growing populations and economic needs while preventing irreparable harm 
to the region’s natural treasures. Mr. Commissioner, would you summarize the results of the 
study and which parts are relevant to the Bureau’s operations? 

ANSWER. The panel endorsed most of both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
andNOAA’s Biological Opinions’ Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives (RPA’s) as 
“scientifically sound” or “conceptually sound,” which are likely meant to be equivalent 
expressions. Despite its general endorsement, the panel had reservations about the analytical 
rigor or implementation details, including triggers, criteria, and action size, of most of the actions 
it discussed by name. For example, regarding Old and Middle River limitations (directly 
influenced by Central Valley Project operations) for delta smelt protection, the panel concluded 
that sufficient information does not exist to confidently choose triggers and criteria for the 
actions, nor to quantitatively predict their benefits. The panel’s overall message was that while 
these uncertainties made the specific FWS and NOAA choices reasonable under the 
circumstances, there are steps that should be taken to provide a more solid basis for refinement 
of the actions in the future. 

QUESTION. Mr. Commissioner, you did a couple of things recently to try to help the San 
Joaquin Valley farmers and other water users, such as increasing the amount of water available 
for farm irrigation from Bureau of Reclamation sources. Are you planning any more efforts to 
increase water to the region? 

ANSWER. Interior and Reclamation are moving forward on specific actions to increase 
available water supplies south of the Delta in 2010 by 100,000 to 200,000 acre feet, adding to 
other supplies west-side farmers have procured through their own efforts. Examples include 
transfers from the Exchange Contractors or Friant Water Users. We are also working with the 
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state to see if we can make some arrangements with the state’s water project at the Banks 
pumping plant or source shifting. 

QUESTION. While the report finds that the biological opinions are “scientifically justified,” it 
also asserts that implementation of actions identified by the opinions “needs to be accompanied 
by careful monitoring, adaptive management, and additional analyses.” What improvements 
have you identified in monitoring and the adaptive management process that could help increase 
water allocations while more effectively reversing declines in endangered species populations? 

ANSWER. Reclamation has committed staff and funding to investigate the mechanistic 
underpinnings of the RPA’s (Old and Middle River restrictions and Fall X2) through the 
Interagency Ecological Program. Specifically, Reclamation staff are involved in multi-agency 
study work groups to help identify how the RPA’s can be efficiently implemented (within the 
flexibility allowed by the biological opinions) through improved monitoring networks (e.g., in- 
situ turbidity sensors) and field research designed to answer key uncertainties in the life history 
of delta smelt (e.g., migration behavior) and salmonids (e.g., predation). 

QUESTION. What are Reclamation and other Interior Department agencies doing to make 
these improvements? 

ANSWER. Through CALFED Science Funds, Reclamation funded the USGS’s network 
of continuous tidal flow and turbidity monitoring stations throughout the Delta this past 
December. Reclamation plans to continue this effort. This network of stations assist a scientific 
team in determining the relationship between flow, turbidity and other factors that control delta 
smelt migration. The FWS biological opinion also required studies to improve understanding of 
the scientific basis for the Fall X2 standard. A habitat work group has been established to 
determine the most appropriate manner to address fall salinity needs in the delta. 

QUESTION. The National Academies plans to consider other stressors on the Bay-Delta’s 
endangered fish -- such as pollutants, introduced species, and engineered structures — in a second 
phase of the report due in late 2011. How do you expect the findings of that report might affect 
Reclamation’s approach to the Bay-Delta? 

ANSWER. Based on the evidence the committee has reviewed, the committee agreed 
that the adverse effects of all the other stressors on the listed fishes are potentially large. 
Reclamation continues to sponsor academic research (University of California, Davis and San 
Francisco State University) on the effects of predation, ammonium/ammonia concentration, food 
limitation and other stressors on the production of listed fish species in the Delta. 

QUESTION. What other studies or analyses not covered by the National Academies study 
would help to identify ways to improve conflicts over water in the California Bay-Delta? 
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ANSWER. Reclamation is in the second year of a study to determine the effectiveness 
of a non-physical barrier such as a bubble curtain, at the head of Old River. For a given level of 
export pumping, this barrier (if successful) would substantially reduce entrainment of salmon 
smolts emigrating from the San Joaquin River. Reclamation is also funding research aimed at 
developing a better tool for distinguishing listed from unlisted salmon salvaged at the pumping 
facilities. If successful, this tool would reduce the likelihood of pumping restrictions based on 
‘take’ of unlisted fish. At the ecosystem level, studies associated with the Bay-Delta 
Conservation Plan will help identify ways to reduce conflicts between beneficial uses of water in 
the Bay-Delta. 

ENERGY DEMANDS OF WATER SUPPLY 

QUESTION. A 2007 study by the California Energy Commission found that 19% of the state’s 
electricity demand was for water-related activities such as pumping and treatment. This is quite 
a staggering figure, and reminds us how intertwined these two issues really are. How does 
Reclamation take energy use into account when considering investments in water infrastructure? 

ANSWER The energy-water nexus is a key focus of the WaterSMART program. 
Through WaterSMART, DOI agencies including Reclamation will take the energy-water nexus 
into account in planning efforts. Reclamation constantly evaluates the amount of energy it 
consumes for both water conveyance and generation. As hydroelectric generator major 
components (winding or turbines) are replaced, they are analyzed to determine if greater 
efficiencies can be gained due to new technologies or computerized engineering advancements. 
For instance, turbine replacements at Shasta Dam increased efficiencies of the generators and 
provided about 4.4 percent more energy from the same amount of water passing through the unit. 

Related to energy used for pumping/conveyance of water, periodic analysis of existing 
pumps is performed to determine potential for energy savings or increased efficiency to be 
gained if newer pumps and motors were utilized. This analysis considers use of variable 
frequency drives or alternatively sized motors to best meet pumping demands. 

Aside from increasing efficiencies in energy production and pumping. Reclamation is 
also proactive in promoting water conservation through its WaterSMART Program that will 
indirectly reduce energy consumption through improved water movement practices. 

WATER SUPPLY PERFORMANCE MEASURE 

QUESTION . Mr. Connor, one of your core performance measures is the potential availability 
of water through completed projects. Your results show incredible variation throughout the years 
due to the projects that are brought to completion each year. For instance, your fiscal year 2011 
budget is projected to achieve results 14 times greater than in fiscal year 2010, and that’s with 
similar funding. Would you explain the discrepancy over the years? 
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ANSWER. The performance measure for potential acre-feet of water made available 
through completion of projects includes water made available by Reclamation-funded projects 
and projects with non-Federal cost-share. The variation from year to year is due to the unique 
accomplishments associated with each project identified for completion in a given year. 
Accomplishments for this measure generally trail several years behind the year funding is 
received. For example, the number of acre-feet listed for 2008 reflects the completion of the 
Orange County Groundwater Replenishment System, a project that received funding through the 
Title XVI Program over a number of years and which contributed 72,000 acre-feet toward this 
measure in 2008. 

QUESTION. What sorts of water supply projects provide the greatest return on the dollar? 

ANSWER. This measure includes projects that have the potential to increase water 
supply beyond current capacity, such as Title XVI projects, rural water projects, and other 
projects that increase storage capacity of delivery infrastructure. Categories of projects are 
difficult to compare; many external variables including regional economics, water availability, 
specific concerns being addressed by each project, water use type, and other factors influence the 
results and cost For example, where wastewater is available for treatment and reuse, many Title 
XVI projects result in additional water supply that remains available during times of drought. 

QUESTION. How do you use this metric to determine your annual and long-term investments? 

ANSWER, Metrics such as potential availability of water supply through the completion 
of projects are integrated into the development of funding requests. Reclamation will continue to 
analyze changes in efficiency measures in quantitative terms to direct program improvements, 
justify funding requests, and influence management actions. Reclamation also undertakes a 
variety of initiatives to promote the integration of budget and performance data for decision- 
making. Currently, both full-cost and cost-per-unit information are available to staff and 
managers at all levels of the organization. An increased focus is being placed on data analysis 
and expanded use of performance data to support funding requests and managerial decision- 
making. 


CALFED CROSS CUT BUDGET DOCUMENT 

QUESTION. Now that the CALFED Program has been extended, will the administration 
be providing a Cross Cut Budget document showing expenditures and accomplishments, either 
this year or in next year’s request? 

ANSWER. Reclamation and the other Federal CALFED agencies prepared a Federal 
Cross Cut Budget for FY 201 1 in accordance with the extension of P.L. 108-361 through FY 
2014. That is currently posted with the President’s FY 201 1 Budget in the Analytical 
Perspectives Volume and is also available on the OMB Website. Under the newly established 
Delta Stewardship Council which replaced the California Bay-Delta Authority and assumed the 
CALFED Program, the Federal CALFED agencies anticipate continuing to work with the State 
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to meet the goals identified in the CALFED Bay-Delta Programmatic Record of Decision and 
our Federal responsibilities as defined in P.L. 108-361. 

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA INTERIM FEDERAL ACTION PLAN 

QUESTION. On December 22, 2009, the Administration released an “Interim Federal 
Action Plan for the California Bay-Delta”. How will the administration report expenditures by 
agencies on items within this plan and accomplishments of the plan? 

ANSWER. The Administration will work closely with our State and other Federal 
partners in developing a coordinated report on obligations and accomplishments of the Federal 
Action Plan for the California Bay-Delta. As many of the activities under the Action Plan will 
also be associated with the activities of the new Delta Stewardship Council, we will work 
together to provide a concise and meaningful report of the obligations and accomplishments 
under the Federal Action Plan that is fully coordinated with the annual reporting requirements of 
the extended CALFED Program. This reporting includes the Annual Cross Cut Budget submittal 
unless replaced by some other process or defining legislation. 

DROUGHT ASSISTANCE 

QUESTION. You have only budgeted about $380,000 for drought assistance in fiscal year 
2011. Is that funding sufficient to address the drought issues that are anticipated next year? 

ANSWER. Reclamation has many important programs that need to be funded, and has 
made its best effort to develop a budget that adequately balances the competing needs for these 
different programs. 

Because Reclamation prepares its budgets 2 years in advance, we are unable to forecast 
this kind of emergency and the Drought Program’s expenditures are greatly influenced by annual 
appropriations. However, we make every effort to address the greatest need with the funds 
available. 

In addition to the Drought Program, Reclamation also addresses competing demands for 
finite water supplies through WaterSMART, which includes funding for Title XVI, 
WaterSMART Grants, and Basin Study Programs. 

QUESTION. What is the drought outlook for the west in 201 1 ? In particular, which areas are 
anticipated to experience the biggest impacts? 

ANSWER. Reclamation will continue to utilize the NOAA’s Climate Prediction Center 
to monitor drought conditions in 201 1 . Currently, the Center shows that the states of Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Texas, Utah, 
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Washington, and Wyoming are experiencing some level of drought ranging in intensity from 
abnormally dry to extreme. 

According to NOAA’s Climate Prediction Center, drought conditions through June 2010 
are forecast to persist in the Pacific Northwest and northern Rockies due to low snowpack and 
above-average temperatures. In addition, the El Nifio winter has expanded drought conditions in 
the Hawaiian Islands. 

QUESTION. How will this impact the Bureau’s operations and the provision of water? 

ANSWER. In general, carryover storage from last year in Reclamation’s reservoirs will 
enable us to avoid any major water shortages with the possible exception of Central Valley 
Project in California. 


REGIONAL MANAGEMENT SHORTFALLS 

QUESTION. We’ve heard recent criticisms that the Administration has failed to match the 
urgency of water issues in California with the urgency of its own actions in the Mid-Pacific 
regional offices. Whether this is due to an inability of regional management to execute quickly, 
or to a lack of urgency expressed by leadership, the perception is that the Mid-Pacific region is 
not performing with the speed required. Do you believe these criticisms are justified, and can 
you diagnose the causes for us today? 

ANSWER. No. A vast amount of effort has been put in at all levels of DOI to address 
California Water, including strong commitment at the regional level. There is always room for 
improvement in an organization, including Reclamation and the Mid-Pacific Region. The multi- 
year drought combined with the effects of population growth in California and the decline in 
ecosystem health in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Bay-Delta have strained the ability of the Mid- 
Pacific Region to meet the competing demands for water resources. 

Expectations of water users and other interest groups are very high and are often in 
conflict with the existing legal constraints, process requirements, and critical timelines that 
Reclamation must follow. This can lead to dissatisfaction at times. 

Furthermore, water related lawsuits have, at times, prevented Reclamation from 
implementing actions to address emerging water issues. All levels of government have been 
actively pursuing a long-term solution for the water supply and ecosystem challenges facing 
California over the last two decades. This has led to a shift in the approach to deal with these 
issues and a focus toward completion of the Bay-Delta Conservation Program (BDCP). The 
Mid-Pacific Region is supporting the BDCP and actively engaged in the process with the support 
of Interior. 
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Interior, Reclamation, and the Region are acutely aware of the many competing issues and 
interests related to California water. We continue to work on actions to improve our efficiency 
and effectiveness. 

QUESTION. What actions have been taken to address the shortcomings of these regional 
offices? 

ANSWER. As with every organization, there is room to improve our efficiency. To that 
end, we are focused on managing our actions to improve the acquisition process since it is so 
critical to the majority of our actions. At some point, most work is routed through the 
procurement process so improving these processes will make us more efficient overall as we 
address the critical and complex water and related issues facing the Mid-Pacific Region. 

The Mid-Pacific Region has increased staffing levels and utilized staff from other 
Reclamation regions and offices to expedite projects funded through ARRA, drought relief 
activities, and our existing FY 2010 workload. 

In 2010, the Mid-Pacific Region expedited the development and announcement of water 
allocations to allow water users to better plan and anticipate supply shortfalls. In addition, the 
Region completed environmental compliance for water transfers nearly two months earlier in 
2010 and awarded ARRA contracts and agreements. These awards include multiple Title XVI 
water recycling projects, the Contra Costa fish screen, the Red Bluff pumping plant, Folsom 
Dam safety, and the award of a contract to construct the intertie between the California Aqueduct 
and the Delta-Mendota Canal in July 2010. 

QUESTION. How does the 201 1 budget request address these problems in the Mid-Pacific 
regional offices? Is sufficient funding provided for federal staff or other management needs? 

ANSWER. The FY 201 1 budget request provides sufficient resources for the Mid-Pacific 
Region employees and management to address the complex water resources issuing facing us. 

PREVENTION OF SALT LOADING 

QUESTION. Your budget request notes that salt loading prevention is becoming more 
expensive as contractors require more funding to cover costs, and the work itself becomes more 
complicated. Could you explain for the Committee how salt loading is prevented? 

ANSWER. The Colorado River Basin was once an ancient ocean. When the ocean 
receded it left behind salts, mostly in Mancos shales, These shales can be thousands of feet thick. 
About 50 percent of the salt loading comes from natural sources such as saline springs and 
erosion. The other 50 percent is human-induced through activities such as irrigated agriculture 
and municipal and industrial uses. The majority of the human induced salt loading comes from 
irrigated agriculture. Salt loading is prevented by making irrigated agriculture more efficient so 
that there are not excess amounts of the irrigation water passing through the Mancos shales, 
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dissolving the salts, and transporting them to the river system. Replacing earthen canals and 
laterals with a piped delivery system eliminates seepage. A piped delivery system usually 
creates pressure that can be used to pressurize on-farm sprinkler systems that prevent excess 
water from seeping into the soils and dissolving salts. 

QUESTION, What costs are increasing for contractors, and why? 

ANSWER. The cost of pipe and the cost of fiiel used to install the pipe are tied to the 
price of petroleum. Those prices have increased in recent years. 

QUESTION. If the work is becoming more complicated, are there different ways to prevent salt 
loading that we should be pursuing? 

ANSWER. Making irrigated agriculture more efficient is still the most cost effective 
approach to preventing salt loading and there are still areas remaining in the upper Colorado 
River basin that can be made more efficient. 

The Paradox Unit was one of the original units authorized by the Colorado River Basin 
Salinity Control Act of 1974, as amended. The Unit intercepts salt brine from entering the 
Colorado River system and injects it into a geologic formation 14,000 feet below surface level. 
About 1 1 5,000 tons of salt are disposed of each year by injection. Reclamation has started to 
explore alternatives to dispose of the salt once the injection well has reached its useful life. 

STATUS OF THE RURAL WATER PROJECTS 

QUESTION. There are a number of Rural Water projects in the fiscal year 20 1 0 Energy and 
Water Act that were not included or were included at low levels in the President’s fiscal year 
201 1 budget request. Can you provide us the capability amounts needed for those projects? 

ANSWER. The first priority for funding rural water projects is the required O&M 
component, which is $15.5 million -Reclamation-wide- for FY 2011. For the construction 
component. Reclamation allocated funding based on objective criteria that gave priority to 
projects that serve on reservation needs and are nearest to completion. 

• FY 201 1 is the second time Jicarilla- Apache Rural Water System (RWS) in New Mexico is in 
the budget. The request is for $0.5 million. 

• Perkins County Rural Water System (RWS) in South Dakota is in the budget. The request is 
for$l million. 

• Rocky Boy’s/North Central Montana RWS in Montana is in the budget request. The request 
is for $1 million. At full capability, $20 million would be used to install additional core 
system pipeline from the Tiber Dam to the Rocky Boy’s Reservation. 
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• Fort Peck Reservation/Dry Prairie RWS in Montana is in the budget request. The request is 
for $2 million. At full capability, $15 million would be used to complete pipeline from the 
water treatment plant to Wolf Point and Poplar. 

• Lewis and Clark RWS in South Dakota, Iowa, and Minnesota, is in the budget request. The 
request is for $2 million. At lull capability, $35 million would complete construction on Phase 
II of the water treatment plant. 

QUESTION. How did you arrive at the funding decisions for these rural water projects? 

ANSWER. The first priority for funding rural water projects is the required O&M 
component, which is $1 5.5 million Reclamation-wide for FY 201 1 . For the construction 
component. Reclamation allocated funding based on objective criteria that gave priority to 
projects that serve on reservation needs and are nearest to completion. 

QUESTION. Are these projects not part of Reclamation’s mission of bringing water to the 
west? 


ANSWER, Yes. The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage, develop, and 
protect water and related resources in an environmentally and economically sound manner in the 
interest of the American public. 

The FY 201 1 President’s budget balances several priorities, including funding for 
constructing authorized rural water projects. Given the need to work within the framework of 
today’s budget realities, as well as the need to be attentive to priorities associated with existing 
water and power infrastructure throughout the west, Reclamation is unable to fund all of the 
ongoing rural water projects at their frill capability levels. 

QUESTION. How are we ever going to make progress on completing these projects at these low 
budget levels? Inflation is going to increase the project cost faster than the funding we are 
investing. 

ANSWER. Reclamation is making progress in funding rural water projects throughout 
North and South Dakota and Montana. The Mid-Dakota Rural Water System was completed in 
FY 2006; numerous features within the Garrison Diversion Unit in North Dakota have been 
completed; and the Mni Wiconi Rural Water System is scheduled to complete in 2013. 
Reclamation also allocated $200 million in American Reinvestment and Recovery Act funds to 
further construction on these projects. 

Status of the Rural Water Projects 


QUESTION. The 201 1 budget request provides most of the $62 million in rural water funding 
to two projects, and provides a relatively small amount to the other ongoing projects. What is the 
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status for the two projects that received most of the funding, and when do you expect 
construction for these two projects to be completed? 

ANSWER. The President’s budget includes $17.3 million for construction of the Mni 
Wiconi Rural Water System and $22.7 million for construction of the Garrison Rural Water 
Supply System. The Mni Wiconi Rural Water System is scheduled to be completed in 2013. 

The Garrison Rural Water Supply System is approximately 39 percent complete as of September 
2009. The completion of the projects depends primarily on the amount of annual appropriations. 
The balance to complete these two projects as of FY 201 1 is approximately $411.5 million. 

QUESTION. Operation and maintenance costs for the large rural water projects nearing 
completion have grown to substantial levels - more than $10 million annually for Mni Wiconi 
alone. After the completion of Mni Wiconi and the Pick Sloan Garrison Diversion Unit, what 
level of direct appropriations do you expect will be devoted annually to these two projects, and 
will this funding crowd out the Bureau’s ability to provide construction funding for other rural 
water projects? 

ANSWER. As new tribal rural water facilities are constructed and come on-line, the 
O&M costs will increase. The FY 201 1 President’s budget includes $15.5 million for O&M. At 
full build-out, it is estimated that these O&M costs will be approximately $22 million per year. 

Historically, a majority of the President’s budgets have included between $40 and $55 
million for construction. Reclamation’s annual budget balances several priorities, including 
funding for constructing authorized rural water projects. While funding the required tribal O&M 
remains Reclamation’s highest priority when allocating funds for rural water projects, providing 
funds for construction will continue to be included and will be allocated in accordance with 
Reclamation’s criteria. 

QUESTION. What is Reclamation’s plan to address this issue? 

ANSWER. Reclamation will continue to budget for construction of rural water projects 
within budget targets. 


RURAL WATER STUDIES 

QUESTION. We have appropriated more than $3 million for the Rural Water Studies program 
over the last two years, and yet no studies have been started. Will any studies for rural water 
systems be initiated this year with the $2.7 million requested? 

ANSWER. Rural water studies will be initiated this year. Reclamation posted a funding 
opportunity announcement on grants.gov in May 2010 and anticipates selecting new appraisal 
and feasibility studies for funding in late September, In addition to initiating new appraisal and 
feasibility studies, project sponsors will also have the opportunity after the ftmding opportunity 
announcement is posted to submit an appraisal investigation or a feasibility study previously 
conducted without any financial or technical support from Reclamation. Reclamation will 
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review these independent study submittals for eligibility and technical adequacy and will prepare 
the appraisal or feasibility reports for independent studies determined to be eligible for inclusion 
in the program, technically adequate, and conforming to Reclamation standards. 

CRITERIA FOR SELECTING TITLE I RURAL WATER PROJECTS 

QUESTION, The Bureau of Reclamation is statutorily required to establish programmatic 
criteria to determine project prioritization and eligibility, and to guide the Bureau’s evaluation of 
appraisal and feasibility studies. What is the status of the development of these criteria? 

ANSWER. Reclamation recently finalized the draft internal directives that describe key 
aspects of program implementation, including programmatic criteria for eligibility and funding 
prioritization, the required content of appraisal investigations and feasibility studies, and also the 
process for approving those studies. Reclamation published the finalized Directives and 
Standards for the Rural Water Program in the Reclamation Manual in July 2010. 

QUESTION, How will these criteria impact the selection of rural water projects? 

ANSWER. The programmatic criteria established in the interim final rule for the 
Reclamation Rural Water Supply Program, 43 CFR part 404 (Rule), will ensure that the rural 
water projects planned under this program address a documented need, are economically 
feasible, and affordable to the intended beneficiaries. We anticipate requests for funding will 
exceed the program’s budget. The programmatic criteria, as described in the Rule, will enable 
Reclamation to focus on developing water supplies for communities with the greatest 
demonstrated need and to provide that assistance in a cost-effective manner. Funding of new 
investigations and studies will be based on demonstrated urgent and compelling needs for water, 
the extent to which a study incorporates a regional or watershed scale, and the extent to which 
the study is intended to address the water supply needs of Indian communities. The scale 
criterion, in particular, is important because other federal programs already provide funding for 
small water systems and because Reclamation has special expertise in planning and constructing 
large water supply projects. Reclamation’s focus on development of regional water supplies will 
complement existing federal programs that support delivery of potable water for small rural 
communities and communities, such as Native American Indian tribes, with geographically 
dispersed populations. 

QUESTION. Will the criteria impact the funding of ongoing projects, or only the selection of 
new projects and studies? 

ANSWER. The criteria will not impact the funding of ongoing projects under 
construction or studies in progress. The criteria will only be applied to the selection of new 
investigations and studies for funding. Reclamation will incorporate existing rural water 
investigations and studies into the program and therefore future funding of follow-on studies will 
be subject to the programmatic criteria. For example, an existing appraisal study currently in 
progress will not be subject to the criteria. If the appraisal investigation results in a 
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recommendation to conduct a feasibility study, however, the project sponsor would have to 
submit a proposal through the competitive selection process in order to receive program funds. 

PROJECT AND CONTRACT MANAGEMENT NON-COMPETITIVE CONTRACTING 

QUESTION. Please provide, for the record, a list of all non-competitive contracts or cooperative 
agreements issued by the Bureau of Reclamation in fiscal year 2009 and to date in fiscal year 
2010, including the type of sole-source contract (8A, Small Business set aside, etc), type of 
contract (fixed price, etc.), firm or individual, the dollar amount, and the purpose of the contract 
or cooperative agreement. 

ANSWER See attachment #1 (Contracts) and #2 (Cooperative Agreements) for detailed 

listing. 

Notes: 

(Financial Assistance) 

For cooperative agreements, the spreadsheet lists all actions; initial award as well as 
modifications that were single-source. This list does not include competitive or mandatory 
awards (legislatively mandated). 

(Contracts) 

Type of Sole Source 


8(a) Sole Source 284 

Authorized by Statute (6.302-5) 1 85 

Brand Name (6.302-1) 2 

Follow On Contract (6.302-1) 108 

HUBZone Sole Source 1 

Micro-purchase 55 

Mobilization (6.302-3) 1 

National Security (6.302.6) 1 

Non Competitive Delivery Order 150 

Not Competed Simplified Acq 1573 

Only one Source (6.302- 1 ) 335 

Patent Rights (6.302-1) 3 

Public Interest (6.302-7) 1 

Reserved for Small Business 34 

Service Disabled Veteran Owned Small Business 1 

Standardization (6.302-1 4 

Unique Source (6.302-1) 227 

Utilities (6.302-1) 177 


Type of Contract 
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Cost Reimbursable 

11 

Firm Fixed Price 

2999 

Fixed Price Award Fee 

1 

Fixed Price Level of Effort 

1 

Labor Hour 

92 

Time and Material 

23 

Order Dependent 

15 


The data reflects sole source actions only, including small business set-asides. Small business 
set-asides do require competition; however the competition is limited to the category under 
consideration. 


CONGRESSIONAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

QUESTION. Provide for the record, a list of all reporting requirements contained in the fiscal 
year 2010 Appropriations Act, or the corresponding House and Senate reports and the response, 
or if the information is not yet available, the schedule for completion. 

ANSWER. See attachment #3. 

TRANSPARENCY OF CONTRACTS 

QUESTION. What actions has the Bureau of Reclamation taken in the last year to ensure that 
contract actions are made in the most transparent way possible? 

ANSWER. Reclamation strives to ensure that all applicable rules and regulations related 
to transparency in government are adhered to. The following are some examples of the steps 
taken to maximize in transparency. 

• Reclamation ensures reporting compliance by contractors and recipients in accordance with 
Section 1 5 1 2 of P.L. 1 1 1 -5 at Federalreporting.gov. In the last quarter. Reclamation had 
100% compliance on report submittals. Additionally, Reclamation conducted a thorough data 
validation review of the reporting. 

• Reclamation has measures in place designed to achieve accurate and timely award reporting 
into Federal Procurement Data System - Next Generation (FPDS-NG) and Federal Assistance 
Award Data System (FAADS). The information from these systems feed directly into 
USAspending.gov. 

• Justifications for other than full and open competition are required to be posted on FedBizOps 
in accordance with Federal Acquisition Regulations (FAR) 5.406 and FAR 6.304. 
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• Competitive and single source Funding Opportunity Announcements are required to be posted 
to Qrants.gov. 

• Reclamation makes every attempt to ensure pre-solicitation notices are clearly written and 
well defined descriptions of work to be performed are posted to FedBizOps. 

PROJECT AND CONTRACT MANAGEMENT SHARING CONTRACTOR 
PERFORMANCE INFORMATION 

QUESTION. Does the Bureau of Reclamation have a corporate method of sharing contractor 
performance information, to ensure that recent performance is incorporated into the evaluation 
process when contracts are being awarded? 


ANSWER. Reclamation's acquisition staff consider past performance when determining 
a potential contractor’s responsibility in accordance with the FAR 19.1 and utilize the past 
performance procedures outlined by the FAR, as detailed below. 

Reclamation incorporates past performance into the evaluation process when using 
commercial-item procedures in accordance with FAR 12.206, when using simplified acquisition 
procedures in accordance with FAR 13. 106, and when using contracting by negotiation 
procedures in accordance with FAR 15.304(c)(3). 

If a requirement exceeds the simplified acquisition threshold, then the Government-wide 
performance information repository, the Past Performance Information Retrieval System 
(ppirs.gov), is used during the evaluation process in accordance with Department of the Interior 
Policy Release 2003-01 . However, ppirs.gov may be used for the responsibility determination 
and during the evaluation process for a contract action of any dollar value at the Contracting 
Officer’s discretion. 

During contract administration and at contract completion, past performance evaluations 
are to be prepared in accordance with FAR 42.15. 

DESIGN BUILD CONTRACTS 

QUESTION. Does the Bureau of Reclamation utilize design build contracts? 

ANSWER. Yes 

QUESTION. Under what scenarios might design build be best utilized in the Bureau of 
Reclamation programs? 

ANSWER. FAR 36.301 provides for the use of two-phase design-build selection 
procedures authorized by 41 U.S.C. 254m. Prior to utilizing design-build procedures, the 
Contracting Officer must determine that this method is appropriate, based upon: (a) three or 
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more offers are anticipated; (b) the substantial expense to firms in preparing offers; and (c) that 
the following criteria have been considered: (i) extent to which project requirements are 
adequately defined; (ii) time constraints for complete design/construction of the project; (iii) 
capability and experience of potential contractors; (iv) suitability of the project for use of the 
two-phase selection method; (v) capability of Reclamation to manage the two-phase selection 
process. Reclamation requires the Contracting Officer to prepare a Determination and Findings, 
which fully documents consideration of the above requirements prior to soliciting the project as 
Design-Build. 

Department of the Interior Acquisition Policy Release (DIAPR) ARRA-2009-07 released 
May 21, 2009 [See link at http://www.doi.gov/pam/diaDr.htmll . establishes Departmental policy 
regarding the use of Design-Build procurement methods to implement projects funded with 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) funds. Although this release is 
specific to ARRA-funded actions. Reclamation uses this information in determining whether 
design-build is appropriate for any project; including how Reclamation intends to mitigate 
identified “significant risk areas.” 

In order to ensure success. Reclamation releases its design-build solicitations with past 
performance evaluated as the highest weight of importance for non-price factors. The second 
weight of importance is technical qualifications of both the design/build team; as well as key 
personnel. In order to obtain the most qualified and high-caliber design/construction teams, 
Reclamation typically offers a pre-determined stipend amount to the 2-4 unsuccessful offerors 
who were not selected during Phase II of the evaluation process, allowing offerors to recoup a 
good portion of their significant proposal preparation costs inherent in a design-build project. 

Over the last several years. Reclamation has planned, solicited, and/or awarded five design- 
build projects for new or replacement office buildings or other operating facilities; some which 
will be LEED-certified green buildings. LEED stands for “Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design,” which is a third-party certification program and the nationally acclaimed 
benchmark for the design, construction and operation of high-performance green buildings. 

PUBLIC RELATIONS CONTRACTS AND GRANTS 

QUESTION. Please provide, for the record, a list of all Bureau of Reclamation contracts or 
grants to firms or individuals for public relations purposes, including the firm or individual, the 
dollar amount, and the purpose of the contract or grant for the period of fiscal year 2009 and the 
first quarter of fiscal year 2010. 

ANSWER. See attachment #4 (Contracts). There are no grants. 

NON-COMPETITIVE CONTRACTS 

QUESTION. Please provide, for the record, a list of all non-competitive contracts or cooperative 
agreements issued by the Bureau of Reclamation in fiscal year 2009 and to date in 2010, 
including the type of sole-source contract (8A, Small Business set aside, etc), type of contract 


37 



488 


(fixed price, etc.), firm or individual, the dollar amount, and the purpose of the contract or 
cooperative agreement. 

ANSWER See attachment #1 (Contracts) and #2 (Cooperative Agreements) for detailed 

listing. 


LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM 

QUESTION, The 201 1 budget request does not request funding for the Loan Program, and 
indicates that sufficient funds are available in carryover funding for administration of the 
program. What is the status of the Loan Program? 

ANSWER. This program has not been implemented by Interior due to ongoing 
discussions within the Administration. 

QUESTION. How has it been used in the fiscal years 2009 and 2010, and what plans does 
Reclamation have for 2011? 

ANSWER. The Loan Guarantee Program has not been used in fiscal years 2009 or 2010 
because of ongoing discussions with the Administration. 

QUESTION. Does Reclamation plan to request funds in future years? 

ANSWER. Appropriations requests will be based on publication of the final rule and 
expected applications/requests from potential borrowers. 

QUESTION. How is Reclamation implementing the Loan Program? 

ANSWER. Implementation of the program has not yet begun due to ongoing discussions 
within the Administration. 

LEVEE ASSESSMENT FUNDING 

QUESTION. In 2008, a breach of the Truckee Canal in Femley. Nevada, flooded hundreds of 
homes and affected thousands of people in the cold of winter. Two years later, the Committee is 
still keenly focused on ensuring that Reclamation is doing everything it can to prevent similar 
failures in the future that could endanger American lives. Has Reclamation performed sufficient 
assessments of its levees and dams to fully understand the failure risk at each facility and 
structure? 
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ANSWER. Reclamation is actively engaged in on-going facilities reviews, including 
canals and levees, based on our Associated Facilities Review of O&M Program. Furthermore, 
Reclamation has received specific direction from Congress in the ARRA implementation. 

ARRA provided Reclamation with no less than $10 million for the purpose of inspection 
of canal reaches located in urbanized areas. This effort builds upon Reclamation’s established 
practices and experiences, including the Associated Facilities Review Operations and 
Maintenance Program. 

Reclamation's Dam Safety Program evaluates the risks at each dam on an ongoing and 
periodic basis. Comprehensive facility reviews are performed once every six years at all 
facilities. Periodic and annual reviews are performed in the interim years. In addition, facility 
performance is continually evaluated. 

QUESTION, Does Reclamation own any levees that are in danger of failure? 

ANSWER. Reclamation has only 1 50-200 miles of river levees. On a regular basis, 
Reclamation periodically evaluates the condition of its levees through existing review programs. 
It is Reclamation’s policy that no critical maintenance is deferred. At this point in time, there are 
no indications of any of them being in danger of failing. ' 

QUESTION. If so, what is Reclamation’s plan to mitigate the danger of failure at these sites? 

ANSWER . Reclamation emphasizes preventive maintenance and repairs in the O&M, of 
its entire infrastructure. 

QUESTION. Are these mitigation actions included in the 201 1 budget request? 


ANSWER. No specific dangers of levee failure have been identified, so the FY 201 1 
budget request does not include funding for mitigation. However, Reclamation’s annual budget 
request includes funding for routine annual O&M needs and periodic inspections. 

LANDS BILL AUTHORITY TO REHABILITATE AGING INFRASTRUCTURE 

QUESTION, The recently passed Lands Bill gave Reclamation the authority to address 
rehabilitation of its aging infrastructure. Prior to the passage of this legislation this rehab work 
would have been a non-Federal responsibility. Recognizing that this is a relatively new authority, 
has Reclamation established guidance for how this program is to be implemented? 

ANSWER. Reclamation is currently developing guidance regarding the implementation 
of this program as directed by Omnibus Public Lands Management Act (P.L. 111-11, Subtitle G 
- Aging Infrastructure). Similar programs designed to assist Reclamation project beneficiaries in 
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financing the reimbursable costs of extraordinary maintenance and rehabilitation work have been 
implemented by Reclamation in the past, and we are drawing on that experience in developing 
implementation guidance. 

QUESTION. Has Reclamation evaluated the condition of this infrastructure so that this work 
could be prioritized in a meaningful manner? 

ANSWER. Reclamation periodically evaluates the condition of its facilities through 
existing review and inspection programs. The recommendations resulting from the reviews will 
inform prioritization of funding for identified needs. 

QUESTION. No funding was provided in your budget for this authority. Does this mean that 
this will be a low budget priority for the Administration? 

ANSWER. Operating and maintaining our infrastructure to deliver project benefits is a 
top priority for this Administration. Reclamation believes that the Omnibus Public Lands 
Management Act (P.L. 111-11, Subtitle G - Aging Infrastructure) provides the authority to 
undertake such a program and plans to consider the appropriateness of funding requests to 
support these efforts on a project-by-project basis. As stated above. Reclamation periodically 
evaluates the condition of its facilities through existing review programs and the 
recommendations resulting from the reviews are the basis for prioritization of funding for 
identified needs. 

QUESTION. The language in the lands bill makes this work reimbursable over a period not to 
exceed 50 years. Will this be affordable to the non-Federal sponsors that most need this 
assistance? 

ANSWER. Current law requires water and power users to pay the O&M costs allocable 
to them in advance and in the year in which the costs will be incurred. Although P.L. 111-11 
requires repayment with interest, allowing repayment over a term of up to 50 years will ease the 
cash flow burden these entities have faced in the past. However, given that some of the major 
repair work needed will be very costly, and that interest will be assessed on the reimbursable 
obligations, some project sponsors will still face challenges in repaying these costs. 

QUESTION. With much of Reclamation’s infrastructure more than 50 years old, this problem 
is only going to increase. Has Reclamation developed contingencies to address failures of this 
infrastructure? 

ANSWER. Assuming that the reference to failures is in the context of not being able to 
continue water deliveries, this would pose a public policy question regarding the costs and 
benefits associated with major Federal investment in recapitalizing this infrastructure. 
Reclamation believes that the Omnibus Public Lands Management Act (P.L. 111-11, Subtitle G - 
Aging Infrastructure) provides the authority to undertake such a program, and plans to consider 
the appropriateness of funding requests to support these efforts on a project-by-project basis. 
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Also for all Reclamation facilities, operating plans include details of how to deal with 
interruptions to service caused by any source. 

POLICY AND GUIDELINES 

QUESTION. The Council on Environmental Quality recently released draft guidance for 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) evaluations by federal agencies. What Reclamation 
projects and facilities do you expect these new policies and guidelines will affect? 

ANSWER. The Council on Environmental Quality has published three draft guidance 
documents for NEPA addressing: (1) Climate Change, (2) Mitigation and Monitoring, and (3) 
Categorical Exclusions. These three guidance documents have implications for all of 
Reclamation’s projects and facilities. NEPA applies to Reclamation’s discretionary actions, and 
includes decisions on major changes in existing operations. Mitigation is a common component 
of Reclamation decision-making, and the use of categorical exclusions is widespread. The 
applicability of these guidance documents is potentially very broad. 

QUESTION. Will the new policies and guidelines associated with the new NEPA guidance 
affect only new construction, or will they also affect the operations of existing Reclamation 
facilities? 

ANSWER. The draft guidance was not limited to new projects. It addressed all actions 
subject to NEPA, which can include any discretionary action by Reclamation. As such, they 
may affect existing operations whenever a discretionary change is made in existing standard 
operations or in existing facilities, as well as construction. 

INTEGRATED STRATEGY FOR CLIMATE CHANGE 

QUESTION. The budget request highlights the importance of understanding the impact of 
climate change on future water supplies. It is currently very difficult to predict climate changes 
in specific regions, but those regions must understand how to adapt to fiiture climate changes in 
their region that might exacerbate existing water shortages. What specifically is Reclamation 
doing to assist regions in understanding the local impact of climate change? 

ANSWER. Reclamation is assisting regions in the western United States to understand 
the local impact of climate change through its implementation of the Secure Water Act (Subtitle 
F, P.L. 111-11), which includes the Basin Study Program, implementation of Secretarial Order 
3289 through developing the Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs) and Climate Science 
Centers (CSC), and research and development activities focused on regional impacts of climate 
change and multi-agency coordination. 

Reclamation’s Basin Study Program consists of West-Wide Risk Assessments and Basin 
Studies. Through the West-Wide Risk Assessments, Reclamation will assess climate 
projections, surface water supply, water demand, risks to operations, and impacts on aquatic 
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ecosystems at a basin, or sub-basin scale, consistently and systematically across Reclamation’s 
major river basins. Basin Studies are conducted in cooperation with regional and local 
stakeholders on a 50/50 cost-share basis to assess the impacts of climate change on water 
resources. The Basin Studies include an assessment of the specific risks to water supplies 
enumerated in § 9503 of the Secure Water Act (e.g., changes to snowpack, timing and quantity 
of runoff, groundwater recharge and discharge, among others) and the development of strategies 
to adapt to and mitigate the impacts identified. 

Reclamation is also co-leading the Desert and Southern Rockies LCCs, as well as 
participating in the other LCCs in the western United States. The LCCs are management-science 
partnerships (Federal, State, local, and tribal governments, as well as non-governmental 
stakeholders) that inform integrated resource-management actions addressing climate change and 
other stressors within and across landscapes. Reclamation will also be participating in the 
Department of the Interior’s Climate Science Centers which will provide scientific information, 
tools and techniques that land, water, wildlife and cultural resource managers and other 
interested parties can apply to anticipate, monitor and adapt to climate and ecologically-driven 
responses at regional-to-local scales. 

Reclamation’s Research and Development Office is conducting research projects focused 
on understanding the impacts of climate change on a regional and local level. These projects 
include, among others, developing and archiving locally relevant climate projection information 
and evaluating the implications of model choices for conducting climate change impact studies. 
Research and Development is also involved in inter-agency coordination activities withNOAA, 
the Corps, and the USGS, among others, to develop, communicate, conduct climate change 
research needs through the Climate Change and Water Working Group (CCAWWG). Such 
activities include the development of USGS Circular 1331 “Climate Change and Water 
Resources Management: A Federal Perspective.” 

QUESTION. Many agencies across the Federal government have or are establishing programs 
to develop climate change model. I have some concerns that these efforts are not being 
coordinated on a government-wide basis, and duplication of effort and redundancy may be 
wasting money and the opportunity for fruitful collaboration during a time of tight fiscal 
constraints. How is Reclamation collaborating with the rest of the Interior Department and with 
other Federal agencies as it develops its climate change modeling capabilities? 

ANSWER. Reclamation is collaborating within Interior and with other Federal agencies 
to develop its climate change modeling capabilities through the CCAWWG, project specific 
activities, and the development of the LCCs and CSCs. One of the primary purposes of the 
LCCs is to enable collaboration and avoid duplication of efforts in the development of climate 
assessment tools for resource managers. 

Reclamation is collaborating with Interior bureaus and other Federal agencies to develop 
coordinated and focused science needs and tool development through the CCAWWG. The 
agencies that have been involved with CCAWWG historically are the USGS, the Corps, NOAA, 
and Reclamation. CCAWWG also coordinates with the Environmental Protection Agency, the 
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Department of Agriculture, and the NOAA- Regional Integrated Science Assessment Program 
(RISA) among others. Examples of coordinated work products include the development of the 
USGS Circular 1331 - “Climate Change and Water Resources Management: A Federal 
Perspective,” which includes a coordinated assessment of science and research needs for water 
management. 

A couple of further specific examples are Reclamation’s coordinated development of its 
downscaled and bias corrected climate projection archive conducted using research and tools 
developed at the University of Washington and Santa Clara University, which is home to the 
NOAA-RISA Climate Impacts Group (CIG), and in coordination with the DOE’s Lawrence 
Livermore National Laboratory. Also, as Reclamation assesses impacts to surface and ground 
water resources, it is collaborating with the USGS on opportunities to leverage tool development 
on surface water and groundwater models. Reclamation also collaborates with the NOAA 
National Weather Service in utilizing currently available tools and its associated snow modeling 
tool, as well as research and tool development conducted by the University of Washington and 
the NOAA-RISA CIG. 

QUESTION. Your budget request includes $4 million for an integrated strategy on the impacts 
from climate change on the Bureau’s resources. This strategy is to be based on DOI Climate 
Science Centers, Landscape Conservation Centers, and a Climate Effects Network. What is the 
full budget for this strategy, by year, across all parts of the Interior Department? 

ANSWER. The frill budget across all parts of the Department (including Reclamation’s 
portion) was $45.5 million in FY 2009, $136.0 million in FY 2010 enacted, and $171.3 million 
in the FY 201 1 President’s budget. 

QUESTION. What specifically would Bureau funding be used for? 

ANSWER. The requested funding would be allocated to Reclamation’s development of 
the Desert and Southern Rockies Landscape Conservation Cooperatives (LCCs), the Basin Study 
Program, and the West- Wide Risk Assessments. The LCCs are focused on coordination, 
development and communication of climate change science, and conducting regionally and 
locally relevant assessments of climate change impacts to water resources and aquatic 
ecosystems, and developing adaptation and mitigation options for those impacts. Specifically, 
this money will be used to continue the successful science collaboration efforts taken on by the 
CCAWWG, research and development projects in Reclamation’s Science and Technology 
Program, as well as implementation of science developed through the LCCs and the Basin Study 
Program West-Wide Risk Assessments. All of these activities include collaboration with 
Department of the Interior agencies, other Federal agencies, universities, and interested parties to 
ensure efficient use of Federal Reclamation dollars. 


43 



494 


WATER SCARCITY AND LIVE STORAGE 

QUESTION. Reports in recent years pointed to the very real possibility that active storage in 
lakes, such as Lake Mead and Lake Powell, may be reduced or gone by 2013. Has Reclamation 
planned contingencies in the event that this happens? 

ANSWER. Yes, in 2007, the Secretary of the Interior signed the Colorado River Interim 
Guidelines for Lower Basin Shortages and Coordinated Operations for Lakes Powell and Mead 
(Interim Guidelines). The Interim Guidelines include shortage sharing provisions, coordinate 
operations between Lake Powell and Lake Mead, encourage the development of Intentionally 
Created Surplus, and modified and extended the timeframe of the Interim Surplus Guidelines 
from 2016 to 2026. 

In 2012 Reclamation will install a new turbine runner at Hoover Dam to allow generating 
units to operate more efficiently over a wider range of Lake Mead levels (or “head”) compared to 
the existing turbines. 

QUESTION. Since these reports were released, have the probabilities that these instances of 
active storage will be gone changed? 

ANSWER. As of April 18, 2010, Lake Powell is at elevation 3,619 feet (56 percent of 
active storage capacity) and Lake Mead is at elevation 1,099 feet (44 percent of active storage 
capacity). Active storage refers to the amount of water in reservoir storage available for release 
through the existing reservoir outlet works. 

Reclamation’s most recent hydrologic modeling studies using the tree-ring record to 
postulate a wide range of potential future inflows show a downward trend in Colorado River 
reservoir active storage over the next 50 years. Focusing on a more near-term perspective, these 
studies indicate that the probability of Colorado River reservoirs being lower in 2013 than they 
are today is approximately 45 percent. The magnitude of these reductions varies depending on 
the inflow scenario; however, there were no inflow scenarios that resulted in fully depleted 
reservoirs. 

QUESTION. What actions has Reclamation taken to address this issue? 

ANSWER. In addition to the activities mentioned above, other Reclamation actions 
include: 

• Daily coordination with the International Boundary and Water Commission regarding 
delivery of Colorado River water to Mexico in accordance with Article 1 5 of the 1 944 United 
States - Mexico Treaty and Minutes No. 242 and 314 of the International Boundary and 
Water Commission. 

• Monthly operational conference calls with stakeholders including the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California, the Southern Nevada Water Authority, Colorado River 
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Commission of Nevada, Central Arizona Water Conservation District, National Park Service, 
and Lakes Mead and Mohave concessionaires. These monthly conference calls are to 
communicate and address questions regarding current system operations by Colorado River 
stakeholders. 

• Updating Reclamation’s monthly reservoir operations model (known as the 24-month study) 
and provide to stakeholders monthly. 

• Daily coordination with the Western Area Power Administration on water scheduling demand 
changes and power generation at Hoover, Davis, and Parker Dams. 

• Monthly coordination with the Colorado Basin River Forecast Center (of the National 
Weather Service) to analyze the probabilities of achieving particular volumes of inflow into 
Lake Powell that would trigger changes to operations, pursuant to the Interim Guidelines. 

• Reclamation is constructing the Drop 2 Storage Reservoir, near Yuma, Arizona, to provide 
additional storage capacity to reduce non-storable flows on the Colorado River below Parker 
Dam. This Project, which will conserve up to 70,000 acre-feet per year, is being constructed 
exclusively with non-Federal funding ($172 million) provided by the Southern Nevada Water 
Authority, the Metropolitan Water District, and the Central Arizona Water Conservation 
District. 

WATER USE EFFICIENCY FOR GENERATION AND IRRIGATION 

QUESTION. Mr. Connor, your budget request notes the energy efficiency improvements your 
Bureau has been able to make. Given the amount of power it can take to move water, this seems 
to be an area ripe for innovation and education. What is the Bureau’s role in improving energy 
efficiency of water use, especially for irrigation, in the general public? 

ANSWER. One way Reclamation works to improve the energy efficiency of water use 
in irrigation is through financial assistance to encourage improvements in water management. 

As part of the Department’s WaterSMART program. Reclamation is making available cost- 
shared Water and Energy Efficiency Grants for projects that save water, improve energy 
efficiency, and otherwise improve water management. These WaterSMART Grants are part of 
Reclamation’s implementation of Section 9504 of the Secure Water Act, which contemplates the 
increased use of renewable energy in the management and delivery of water. Projects that 
propose to increase the use of renewable energy or otherwise address the nexus between water 
and energy use through conservation are given additional consideration for funding. 

QUESTION. What is your best estimate of the amount of energy use reduction the Bureau can 
cost-effectively achieve? 

ANSWER. Reclamation does not have a current estimate. We are participating, with 
Interior, in drafting a Strategic Sustainability Performance Plan that will provide the tools and 
criteria to develop energy use reduction goals and identify resources to do so. 
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QUESTION. On the generation side, how much more hydropower could the Bureau produce 
without creating any new impoundments? 

ANSWER. As mentioned above, Reclamation is currently performing a study to 
determine the amount of hydropower that can be produced without creating new impoundments. 

RECOVERY ACT IMPLEMENTATION 

QUESTION. Commissioner Connor, the Bureau received $1 billion in the Recovery Act. 
Congress included direction to perform several initiatives, including $10 million for a Bureau- 
wide urban canal inspection program. Please provide the Committee an update on the use of all 
funds provided in the Recovery Act. 

ANSWER. Reclamation received $1 billion in ARRA funds, however, consistent with 
direction specified in the Recovery Act, Reclamation transferred $50 million to the Central Utah 
Project Completion Act, leaving Reclamation with $950 million. Attachment #5 is 
Reclamation’s ARRA April 30, 2010 report that provides, by project, funds obligated and 
outlayed, as well as key project status milestones that are tracked and reported. 

QUESTION. What percentage of funds has been obligated and what percentage has been 
expended? 

ANSWER. As of April 30, 2010, total Reclamation ARRA obligations were $654.5 
million (68%) and total outlays were $146.7 million (15.4%). 

QUESTION. By when do you expect these funds to be fully expended? 

ANSWER. Because some of Reclamation’s projects are large multi-year construction 
projects, funds will not be fully expended until FY 2013. However, we expect 94% of the funds 
to be outlayed by the end of FY 2011 and 98% outlayed by the end of FY 2012. 

QUESTION. How many jobs have been created through the use of these funds? 

ANSWER. The ARRA cumulative total jobs full-time equivalent (FTE) reported through 
March 31, 2010 in FederalReporting.gov for Reclamation was 2,383.68 FTEs. 

QUESTION. Will the Bureau require additional appropriations to wrap up program elements 
funded with Recovery Act dollars? 

ANSWER At this time, no. Reclamation’s intent was to not start projects which receive 
partial funding. Consistent with requirements in the Act, Reclamation selected projects for 
ARRA funding that were used for elements of projects, programs or activities that could be 
completed within these funding amounts and did not create budgetary obligations in future fiscal 


46 



497 


years. We intend to fully expend all the ARRA funds. We have set aside some ARRA funding to 
cover claims, modifications and change orders but until all contracts are closed, we will not 
know if any additional funds for these unanticipated issues will be needed. 

QUESTION. Congress instructed the Bureau to use Recovery Act funds only for elements that 
can be completed within those amounts. Please explain to the Committee the apparent 
disconnect. 

ANSWER. As noted above. Reclamation selected projects for ARRA funding that were 
used for elements of projects, programs or activities that could be completed within these 
funding amounts and did not create budgetary obligations in future fiscal years. 

QUESTION. It is the Committee's understanding that the estimated cost of many projects has 
been too high because the recession is helping to drive down construction costs. How has this 
impacted the Bureau’s ability to spend stimulus funds, and how has the Bureau worked to 
obligate stimulus dollars it might not have anticipated having? 

ANSWER. Based on awards to date. Reclamation has experienced some bids that have 
come in below the government estimate because of the economic climate of many areas of the 
west. There have also been some bids come in higher than estimated and a small number of 
projects have been removed from the in target list. The net of these changes has resulted in 
ARRA funds being made available for additional activities. Upon enactment of ARRA, 
Reclamation completed the selection process using a multi-tiered, merit-based evaluation 
process. At the completion of that process, 1 89 projects were selected and approved by Interior, 
the Office of Management and Budget, and the White House to be completed using ARRA 
funding. Further, an additional 29 projects were selected and approved to be alternate projects, 
should any of the approved projects need to be replaced because of technical, financial, or 
scheduling problems. 

Since that time. Reclamation has been aggressively implementing its ARRA activities. A 
Reclamation-wide ARRA Implementation Team was established and has been providing 
leadership and oversight to the overall effort. One of the important functions that the 
Implementation Team has undertaken is to review and track the “in target” projects to ensure that 
they are progressing on schedule and within the budgets established. A small number of projects 
have been removed from the in target list for a variety of reasons relating to contracting, 
technical or scheduling problems, or because the non-Federal partners were unable or unwilling 
to adhere to the statutory requirements that were put in place (two examples are the Buy America 
and Davis-Bacon wages requirements). 

As a result of the release of these ARRA funds from those projects, Reclamation 
reviewed the approved alternate projects to ensure that they were still technically viable and 
could meet the ARRA timeframe for completion. In addition. Reclamation identified projects 
and activities that were not originally selected, but that met the ARRA selection criteria and also 
addressed policy priorities. 


47 



498 


Reclamation received approval by Interior, the Office of Management and Budget, and 
the White House to proceed with three new projects and has also moved the six alternate projects 
that were determined to still be technically viable and could meet the ARRA timeframe for 
completion to the in-target list. Funds have been reallocated to these projects. We will continue 
to monitor and evaluate ARRA obligations and if additional funds become available, will 
allocate those to the next highest priority substitute project. 

Additional Questions for the Record from Congressman Pastor 
Bureau of Reclamation Budget Hearing - April 14, 2010 

Washington Office - NAA 

Mr. Pastor: In July 2008, Congress established the Emergency Fund for Indian Safety 
and Health (the “Fund”) in Title VI of the Tom Lantos and Henry J. Hyde United States Global 
Leadership Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria Reauthorization Act of 2008 (P.L. 

1 1 0-293) (the “Act”). Congress authorized a total of $ 1 Billion in future appropriations to be • 
added to the Fund in order to “implement requirements of Indian water settlement agreements 
that are approved by Congress,” including construction of “water supply or delivery 
infrastructure” to serve Indian tribes that have settled their water right claims. 

Furthermore, Section 601(f) of the Act instructed the Attorney General, the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services, no later than one 
year after enactment of the Act, to “jointly establish an emergency plan that addresses law 
enforcement, water, and health care needs of Indian tribes” and describes how, among other 
things, the Secretary of the Interior will use the authorized funding to support Congressionally 
approved Indian water right settlements. Despite the fact that the emergency plan was required 
no later than July 2009, it is my understanding that no final plan has been issued by the Attorney 
General, the Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human 
Services. 

In light of the importance of Indian water right settlements throughout the Western 
United States, I have the following questions for you: 

QUESTION. Why has the emergency plan not yet been completed? 

ANSWER The Act requires that the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, and the Attorney General “in consultation with Indian tribes . . . jointly 
establish an emergency plan that addresses law enforcement, water, and health care needs of 
Indian Tribes.” The three departments have been developing a plan that meets these 
requirements, and schedule appropriate consultation with tribes. The plan has taken more time to 
develop than expected in part because the Act requires very specific activities to be conducted 
and the departments have needed to consider how to accomplish the goals identified in the Act 
within the context of their ongoing programmatic responsibilities. 
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QUESTION. When will the emergency plan be completed? 

ANSWER. As the Act requires. Interior, the Department of Justice, and Health and 
Human Services are working together and consulting with Indian tribes, as appropriate, to 
develop the joint plan. It will be completed as soon as possible. Depending on how 
consultation proceeds, we anticipate being able to transmit it to Congress this fall. 

QUESTION, I n the absence of the dedicated source of funding authorized by the Act, what are 
the Administration’s plans for funding federal obligations for water delivery infrastructure in the 
numerous Indian water right settlements that have already been approved by Congress, and in the 
additional settlements currently pending in Congress or that will be introduced in the near future? 

ANSWER. The Administration is working hard within the constraints of the overall 
budget to fund enacted settlements and find a path forward for the settlements that are currently 
being negotiated. The Administration’s FY 201 1 budget requests funding that supports 
implementation of enacted settlements and also includes increases to the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs and Reclamation programs that support federal and tribal participation in pending 
negotiations. 
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2010 Congressional Directives 


BOR -REPORTS 

Quarterly Reprogramming Report 

Submit quarterly reprogramming report detailing ail the funds reprogrammed between the 
programs, projects, activities, or categories of funding. 

[House Bill (HR 3183) page 21; Senate Bill (S 1436) page 24; Public Ixm 111-85 page 12] 

Reclamation has requested an extension in the submission of the Quarterly Reprogramming 
Letter. The new due date is December 28, 2010. 


Policy and Administration Five-Year Plan 

Produce a five year plan that serves as an assessment of investment needs, by project, outlining 
the expected and necessary expenses associated with the inventory of the existing projects and 
the new investments necessary to meet Reclamation’s planning horizon for five years. 

[House Report (HR 11 1-203) page 78] 

The Five Year Plan is currently being revised as requested by the Committee. Once revised, 
Reclamation will submit the Five Year Plan as directed. 


Recovery Act Management and Oversight Funds 

Provide a report 30 days prior to the transfer of funds within the Department for the expenses 
of management and oversight of Recovery Act programs, grants, and activities. The 
Department is authorized to transfer up to 0.5% of the amount appropriated. 

[Public Law (PL 111-85) page 35] 

Prior to the transfer of funds within the Department, Reclamation has submitted a report to the 
department for the expenses of management and oversight of Recovery Act Programs, grants 
and activities. To date, Reclamation has not exceeded the 0.5% ceiling of the amount 
appropriated. 

Assessment and Collection Payments for the Central Valley Project Restoration Fund 

The bureau is directed to assess and collect the full amount of mitigation and restoration 
payments as authorized by section 3407(d) of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act. 
[House Bill (HR 3183) page 18; Senate Bill (S 1436) page 20; Public Law 111-85 page 10] 

This is routine language and is proposed in the President’s Budget every year. Since FY 1993, 
the Bureau has assessed and collected the full amount of mitigation and restoration payments 
as authorized by section 3407(d) of the Central Valley Project Improvement Act. Total funds 
collected from 1993 - 2009 is $581,833,060. 


Upgrades to Existing Hydropower Facilities 

The bureau is encouraged to consider upgrades and efficiency enhancements to existing 
facilities. 

[House Report (HR 111-203) page 76] 

Reclamation has an ongoing uprate program that identifies uprate and efficiency gain potential 
for units where funding and unit availability allow. However, there has not been an across the 
board assessment of all Reclamation units at any given time. Reclamation’s Power Program 
Services (Power Resources Office) has been tasked with commissioning a study to quantify all 
potential capacity and efficiency gains at Reclamation powerplants and is partnering with the 

Army Corps of Engineers Hydropower Modernization Study. This study has 
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efficiency/capacity gains as an action item. Reclamation is also funding a project to identify 
efficiency gains through optimization of hydroelectric powerplant operations at all of its 
facilities. Estimated completion date of the study is September 30, 2010. 


Glen Canyon Dam 

The Bureau is encouraged to work with the National Park Service to revisit the Operating 
Criteria for Glen Canyon Dam. [House Report (HR 111-203) page 76] 


frtow e v e r, th e Committ ee is conc e rn e d ' that many of th e pro ce dural req u ir e m e nts i n th e GCPA 

a nd - G h art e Ffe p-t h e Gl e n Canyon Dam Adapt i v e Manag e m e nt Work Group ar e b ei ng 

d is r e gard e d^t e r e stdt -a pp e ar s to b e- that F e d e ra l - r es pon s ib i l i t ies hav e b ee n n e g le ct e d and 


Bur e au - of R e clamation; i n coop e ration and c 


? w i th th e Nationa l Fark - S e rv i c e r f 


Grit e r - ia -s ho t d d b e- an - op e n publ i c - proe ess- e ensr s te m -wi th - th e GCPA and 1997 Op e rat i ng 

C -f4 t e ri a- r e p w r efflents-( b2F - R -» 14? - 9 44 &)- . - 


As per page 98 of Conference Report H.R. 3 1 83, no action is required. 


“Glen Canyon Dam. - The conference agreement does not include language on the Glen 
Canyon Dam, as proposed by the House. ” 


Grant Agreement Modification 

The bureau is directed to modify the April 9, 2002 Grant Agreement with the North Dakota 
Natural Resources Trust to provide funding for the trust to continue to operations of the trust. 
[Senate Bill (S 1436) page 32; Public Law 111-85 page 16] 

In 2009 legislation was passed that allowed the North Dakota Natural Resources Trust to put a 
portion of its annual appropriation in a reserve fund for operations of the Trust during 
economic down times. Dakotas Area Office in Bismarck, ND is working with the Trust on 
drafting the modification for the agreement between the Trust and Reclamation. As of this date 
Reclamation is still working on the details of this modification. 


Orange County Regional Water Reclamation Project 

The bureau is encouraged to allocate surplus ARRA funding to this project. 

[Senate Report (S 111-45) page 84] 

The authorization for this project, Title XVI of P.L. 102-575, as amended, includes a $20 
million ceiling for Federal funding. The FY 2009 appropriations provided sufficient funds to 
reach the full $20 million for this project. The Orange County Water District maintained that 
the ceiling should be indexed; however, the Commissioner of Reclamation has informed the 
District that indexing the Title XVI ceilings is not Reclamation’s policy and no additional 
funding (including ARRA funds) will be provided. The cooperative agreement with the 
District was officially closed out on January 25, 2010. This project is now complete. 


Capability Statements for Title XVI Projects 

The Committee expects the bureau to provide accurate capability statements for all Title XVI 
projects. 

[Senate Report (S 1 1 1-45) page 84] 

Reclamation will provide accurate Capability Statements for all Title XVI projects during the 
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201 1 Capability Statement Process. 


Milk River/St, Mary’s Diversion Project 

The bureau is urged to combine NEPA compliance activities and preparation of design, 
specifications and contract documents for the entire St. Mary’s project as a single activity. 

/ Senate Report (S 111-45) page 84; Conference Report (HR 111-278) page 98J 

Reclamation is utilizing the subject funding to initiate ESA consultation relative to bull trout 
and associated NEPA compliance activities. This action is being undertaken to address 
immediate risks associated with ESA and independent of a comprehensive NEPA process 
which would trigger system rehabilitation (which is not financially viable under current 

auspices). 

Three Affiliated Tribes Water System 

The bureau is directed to reexamine the Federal cost estimate of the annual operating costs of 
the Three Affiliated Tribes water system. 

[ Senate Report (S 111-45) page 85] 

Reclamation developed a base cost estimate for GDU Tribal rural water systems annual 
operating costs in 2006. This base cost estimate was indexed for out years through 2010. 
Reclamation plans on updating the base cost estimate in 201 1 . 


Drought Assistance for the State of Hawaii 

The bureau is urged to provide full and fair consideration for drought assistance to the State of 
Hawaii. 

[Senate Report (S 111-45) page 85; Conference Report (HR 111-278) page 98] 

Newly established Reclamation-wide criteria for drought projects were established in FY 2009. 
Any requests for emergency drought assistance from the State of Hawaii will be given full and 
fair consideration under these criteria. 


Quagga and Zebra Mussels 

The Committee believes the bureau should establish a research program geared toward 
eradicating or controlling these invasive species. 

[Senate Report (S 111-45) page 85; Conference Report (HR 111-278) page 99] 

In fiscal years 2009 and 2010, Reclamation will spend more than $7M to: (1) test for the 
earliest presence of mussel larvae in 200 reservoirs across the Reclamation West (ARRA 
funded at $4.5M); (2) develop procedures and begin inspecting our most critical facilities for 
specific vulnerabilities to mussel infestation, and (3) continue an active research effort to 
develop and field-test methods for detecting mussels, preventing their attachment to structures 
or fouling of critical hydroelectric and water management facilities, cleaning contaminated 
watercraft, and understanding the impacts of mussels on reservoirs and ecosystems. 
Reclamation held a workshop for water users to share information about mussels and 
prevention strategies in May, 2009, and will be hosting the 2010 International Aquatic Invasive 
Species Conference, which will also have a strong focus on mussels. Reclamation is working 
closely with all of the western States, the I00 lh Meridian Initiative, the USGS, the US Army 
Corps of Engineers, Metropolitan Water District, Southern Nevada Water Authority, and many 
private firms to pursue solutions. 


Water Conservation Field Services Program 

The bureau is urged to continue urban water conservation projects, industrial water efficiency 
surveys, and weather based irrigation controller activities. 

[Senate Report (S 111-45) page 85] 
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Reclamation is currently working with the Metropolitan Water District on their 
innovative Conservation Market Study. The intent of the study is to identify the next 
advances in water conservation through surveys and economic data analysis. The cost 
share is as follows: Study Cost $300,000 ($150,000 Reclamation and $150,000 
Metropolitan Water District cost share). 


Water Quality Monitoring in Cache Valley Utah 

The bureau is encouraged to expand water quality monitoring in the Cache Valley, Utah. 
[Senate Report (S 111-45) page 86: Conference Report (HR 111-278) page 99] 

The Senate Report recommends working with the Water Research Laboratory at Utah State 
University to expand water quality monitoring. Reclamations final budget did not reflect any 
additional dollars to complete this task and therefore Reclamation has not engaged in any 
monitoring of Cutler Reservoir (a non-Reclamation facility). 


Mokelumne River Feasibility Study 

The bureau is directed to continue this feasibility study as authorized in title V of Public Law 
109-338. 

[Conference Report (HR 111-278) page 98] 

The directive for the Mokelumne River Feasibility Study is still valid. Reclamation continues 
to work with stakeholders to complete the study. 
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Statement of Anne Castle 
Assistant Secretary - Water and Science 
Department of the Interior 
Before The Subcommittee on Energy 
and Water Development 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States House 

On The President’s Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request 
April 14, 2010 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Frelinghuysen, and members of this Subcommittee, I am pleased to appear 
before this Subcommittee today to discuss the President’s FY 201 1 budget for the Department of 
the Interior and to update you on progress in implementing our FY 2010 programs. 

The Department of the Interior’s mission is complex and multifaceted. Our programs and 
mission stretch from the North Pole to the South Pole and across twelve time zones, from the 
Caribbean to the Pacific Rim. Our extensive mandate rivals any government agency in its 
breadth and diversity - and its importance to the everyday lives of Americans. 

Interior manages 500 million acres or about one in every five acres in the United States, 
including 392 national park units, 55 1 wildlife refuges, the 27 million-acre National Landscape 
Conservation System, and other public lands. These places are treasured landscapes and serve as 
economic engines for tourism and growth opportunities for recreation, wildlife conservation, and 
responsible resource use. 

The Department’s public lands and 1 .7 billion acres on the Outer Continental Shelf supply nearly 
one-third of the nation’s domestic energy production. These resources are vital to the Nation’s 
energy security and provide economic returns to the Nation. In FY 201 1, an estimated $14.0 
billion in revenues will be generated from these lands and waters. 

The Department fulfills its special responsibilities to Native Americans managing one of the 
largest land trusts in the world including over 55 million acres held in trust for Indian Tribes and 
individual Indians, over $3.6 billion of funds held in over 2,700 tribal trust accounts, and over 
380,000 open individual Indian Money accounts. The Bureau of Indian Education school system 
provides services to approximately 42,000 students in 23 States attending 183 elementary and 
secondary schools and dormitories, and supports 30 tribally controlled community colleges, 
universities, and post-secondary schools. 

The Department looks forward to a continued partnership with you and your staff to address the 
nation’s water problems. 

The situation in California’s Bay-Delta ecosystem is a full-blown crisis that requires all hands on 
deck. On March 16, 2010, the Secretary announced that the Bureau of Reclamation’s 2010 
Central Valley Project water supply allocations have increased throughout the Valley as a result 
of additional precipitation, improved snowpack, and improved storage at Shasta Reservoir. In 
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this case, we accelerated our reporting of updated allocations, hoping to get the best available 
information to agricultural water service contractors as quickly as possible. 

This is good news for the large majority of water users served by the Central Valley Project, but 
we realize that South-of-Delta agricultural water service contractors face serious water supply 
challenges, in part as a result of three consecutive years of drought and operational constraints 
imposed on the CVP to address water quality and fish species of concern. We are continuing to 
work hard and make progress towards providing an additional 8 to 10 percent for agriculture 
south of the Delta. While we must take immediate steps and stop-gap measures, we cannot lose 
sight of our long-term plans to help California’s situation. The Department continues to 
aggressively pursue a comprehensive water supply and restoration plan. 

On February 18, 2010, Secretary Ken Salazar joined Oregon Governor Ted Kulongoski, 
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, PacificCorp Chief Executive Officer Greg Abel 
and the chairmen of the Klamath, Yurok and Karuk Tribes in announcing final agreements that 
could potentially lead to removal of four dams on the Klamath River and the largest river 
restoration project in our nation’s history. The Klamath Basin Restoration Agreement and the 
Klamath Hydroelectric Settlement Agreement provide a framework for removal of the dams by 
2020 contingent on Congressional approval and a scientific assessment by the Interior 
Department confirming that their removal is indeed in the public interest, including an 
assessment of the benefits and costs of dam removal. The agreements also outline activities that 
would be undertaken to restore fisheries and provide water supply certainty to communities and 
water users in the Basin. 

Interior will undertake a rigorous, science-based analysis, as well as a full analysis under the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and make a final determination by March 31, 2012, whether 
the benefits of removing the dams will advance restoration of salmon in the Klamath Basin and 
be in the public interest. The decision will be made in consultation with state, local, and tribal 
governments and other stakeholders, as appropriate. The potential removal of the dams is a key 
piece of a major restoration effort for the Klamath developed by more than 30 diverse 
stakeholders, including California and Oregon, three tribes, PacifiCorp, water users and 
conservation groups. The restoration agreements, if confirmed by Congress and fully 
implemented, would provide sustainable allocation of water for fish harvest, agriculture uses, 
national wildlife refuges, and other users. 

On March 24, 2010, U.S. Department of Energy Secretary, Steven Chu and U.S. Department of 
Interior Secretary, Ken Salazar announced that the two agencies, together with the Army Corps 
of Engineers, will cooperate more closely and align priorities to support the development of 
environmentally sustainable hydropower. The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), signed 
as part of the announcement, represents a new approach to hydropower development - a strategy 
that can increase the production of clean, renewable power while avoiding or reducing 
environmental impacts and enhancing the viability of ecosystems. Through the MOU the federal 
agencies agree to focus on increasing renewable energy generation at federally-owned facilities 
and explore opportunities for new development of low-impact hydropower. 
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The First Year 

In January 2010, President Obama and Secretary Salazar marked their first anniversary by 
recognizing the achievements of Interior’s 70,000 employees, including: 

• Restoring the Everglades - beginning construction of the one-mile bridge on the Tamiami 
Trail and breaking ground on the Picayune Strand Restoration project in the Everglades in 
Florida - to restore water flows and revive 55,000 acres of wetlands for wildlife habitat; 

• Negotiating a settlement of the long-running and highly contentious Cobell v. Salazar class- 
action lawsuit - resolving trust accounting and management issues after 14 years; 

• Advancing renewable energy development - establishing renewable energy coordination 
offices in four States and teams in six States to facilitate renewable energy production on 
public lands and issuing four exploratory leases for renewable wind energy production on the 
OCS; 

• Moving forward to invest $3.0 billion available from the American Reinvestment and 
Recovery Act in facility renovation and energy efficiencies, habitat restoration, increasing 
water supplies and water conservation, supporting renewable energy development, and 
reducing human hazards; 

• Restoring confidence and accountability in our energy programs by beginning an orderly 
termination of the Royalty-in-Kind program, reforming the management of onshore oil and 
gas resources and announcing a balanced approach to OCS development; 

• Coming to the aid of drought-stricken California with emergency aid and infrastructure 
investments; 

• Expanding job opportunities for youth - employing 8,200 young adults in 2009; 

• Opening the crown of the Statue of Liberty for public access - the crown has been closed to 
the public since 9/11; 

• Ending a stalemate at the Flight 93 National Memorial - completing the acquisition of land 
in cooperation with willing sellers and clearing the way for construction of a memorial to 
honor the Nation’s heroes; 

• Delisting the brown pelican - a case of complete recovery for a species that was first listed as 
endangered in 1970; and 

• Increasing transparency - reversing and withdrawing flawed oil and gas leases with potential 
impacts to national parks in Utah and oil shale research, development, and demonstration 
leases that may have shortchanged taxpayers. 

Overview of the FY 2011 Budget 

Interior’s 2011 budget reflects an aggressive agenda in the context of challenging fiscal times. 
The 201 1 Interior budget request for current appropriations is $12.2 billion. Permanent funding 
that becomes available as a result of existing legislation without further action by the Congress 
will provide an additional $5.8 billion, for budget authority totaling $18.0 billion for Interior in 
2011. 

The request for the Bureau of Reclamation and the Central Utah Project Completion Act, funded 
under the jurisdiction of this Subcommittee, is $1.1 billion. The FY 2010 Reclamation 
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discretionary budget request is $1.02 billion in current appropriations and the request for the 
Central Utah Project is $43.0 million. 

Climate Change Adaptation 

Resource managers consider climate change to be the single most challenging issue they face. In 
order to equip them with the tools and strategies they need. Interior's Climate Change 
Adaptation initiative will investigate the causes and formulate solutions to mitigate climate 
impacts to lands, waters, natural and cultural resources. As the pre-eminent manager of lands 
and resources, Interior will leverage its experience and expertise in partnership with other 
governmental and non-governmental entities. Interior’s Climate Science Centers and Landscape 
Conservation Cooperatives (LCC) will conduct and communicate research and monitoring to 
improve understanding and forecasting for those natural and cultural heritage resources that are 
most vulnerable to climate change impacts. 

The Department’s High Priority Performance Goal for Climate Change Adaptation is to identify 
areas and species most vulnerable to climate change and begin implementing comprehensive 
adaptation strategies by the end of 201 1. Beginning with the 201 1 budget, Reclamation will 
identify dedicated climate change funding, including an increase of $3.0 million for its Basin 
Studies Program. Through the Basin Studies Program, Reclamation will work with State and 
local partners to analyze the impacts of climate change on water and power operations 
throughout basins in the Western States, and will identify options to mitigate or adapt to those 
impacts. 


WaterSMART 

The 2011 budget proposes a sustainable water strategy to assist local communities to stretch 
water supplies and improve water management. A High Priority Performance Goal is 
established to increase water supply for agricultural, municipal, industrial, and environmental 
uses in the western United States up to 350,000 acre-feet by the end of 2011 through 
conservation programs including water reuse and recycling and WaterSMART (formerly 
Challenge) grants. 

The budget for the WaterSMART program - Sustain and Manage America’s Resources for 
Tomorrow - includes $72.9 million, an increase of $36.4 million over the 2010 enacted level for 
sustainability programs in Reclamation and USGS. Reclamation will use $62.0 million, an 
increase of $27,4 million, to improve water management by encouraging voluntary water banks; 
reducing demand; implementing water conservation and water reclamation and reuse projects; 
and taking action to improve energy efficiency and reduce environmental conflicts. The USGS 
will use $10.9 million, an increase of $9.0 million, for a multi-year, nationwide water availability 
and use assessment program. 

Treasured Landscapes 

The 2011 budget includes funding for an increased effort by Reclamation to conduct studies, 
projects, and other efforts in the California Bay-Delta. These activities will support the 
December 22, 2009 Bay-Delta Interim Action Plan supported by six federal agencies, investing 
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in short and long-term actions for sustainable water and ecosystem restoration. This request will 
fund habitat restoration efforts, the development of fish screens and fish ladders, efforts to 
eradicate or mitigate invasive species, various water quality and quantity studies and 
assessments, and other efforts. 


Supporting Tribal Nations 

The 201 1 budget for Reclamation contains funding in support of tribal nations through projects 
such as the Animas-la Plata project to continue implementation of the Colorado Ute Settlement 
Act and funding for the Navajo-Gallup Water Supply project. 

Conclusion 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify on behalf of the President’s FY 201 1 budget request for 
the Department of the Interior. I want to reiterate my appreciation for the long-standing support 
of this Subcommittee, Our FY 2011 budget will - in its entirety - make a dramatic difference 
for the American people. We have a tremendous opportunity to improve the future for our 
children and grandchildren with wise investments in clean energy measures to address climate 
impacts, preserving treasured landscapes, our youth, and the empowerment of tribal nations. 
This concludes my overview of the FY 201 1 budget proposal for the Department of the Interior. 
I am happy to answer any questions that you may have. 
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Statement of Michael L. Connor 
Commissioner 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
Before the 

House Committee on Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Energy and Water Development 
April 14, 2010 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Frelinghuysen and members of the subcommittee, for the 
opportunity to discuss with you the President's Fiscal Year 201 1 budget request for the Bureau 
of Reclamation. With me today is Bob Wolf, Director of Program and Budget. 

I appreciate the time and consideration this subcommittee gives to reviewing and understanding 
Reclamation’s budget and its support for the program. Reclamation works hard to prioritize and 
define our program in a manner that serves the best interest of the public who rely on 
Reclamation for their water and power. 

Our FY 201 1 request continues support for activities that deliver water and generate hydropower, 
consistent with applicable State and Federal law, in an environmentally responsible and cost- 
effective manner. 

The budget continues to emphasize working smarter to address the water needs of a growing 
population in an environmentally responsible and cost-efficient manner; and assisting States, 
Tribes, and local entities in solving contemporary water resource challenges. It also emphasizes 
the operation and maintenance of Reclamation facilities in a safe, efficient, economic, and 
reliable manner; assuring systems and safety measures are in place to protect the public and 
Reclamation facilities. Funding for each project or program within Reclamation’s request is 
based upon Administration, Departmental, and Bureau priorities. Key focus areas include Water 
Conservation, Climate Change Adaptation and Renewable Energy, Restoring Rivers, and 
supporting Tribal Nations. 

Reclamation’s 2011 budget request is $1.1 billion, which includes $49.9 million for the Central 
Valley Project Restoration Fund (CVPRF). This request is offset by discretionary receipts in the 
CVPRF, estimated to be $49.6 million. The request for permanent appropriations in 201 1 totals 
$167.0 million. 


Water and Related Resources 

The 2011 budget request for Water and Related Resources, Reclamation’s principal operating 
account, is $913.6 million. The request includes a total of $489,9 million for water and energy, 
land, and fish and wildlife resource management and development activities. Funding in these 
activities provides for planning, construction, water conservation activities, management of 
Reclamation lands including recreation, and actions to address the impacts of Reclamation 
projects on fish and wildlife. 
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The request also provides a total of $423.7 million for facility operations, maintenance, and 
rehabilitation activities. Providing adequate funding for these activities continues to be one of 
Reclamation’s highest priorities. The Bureau continues to work closely with water users and 
other stakeholders to ensure that available funds are used effectively. These funds are used to 
allow the timely and effective delivery of project benefits; ensure the reliability and operational 
readiness of Reclamation's dams, reservoirs, power plants, and distribution systems; and 
identify, plan, and implement dam safety corrective actions and site security improvements. 

Highlights of the FY 201 1 Request for Water and Related Resources 

1 would like to share with the Committee several highlights of the Reclamation budget including 
an update on the WaterSMART (Sustain and Manage America’s Resources for Tomorrow) 
Program and Interior’s establishment of a High Priority Performance Goal target to enable 
capability to increase available water supply for agricultural, municipal, industrial and 
environmental uses in the western United States by 350,000 acre-feet by the end of 201 1 . 

WaterSMART Program — The request focuses resources on the Department of the Interior's 
WaterSMART program. The program concentrates on expanding and stretching limited water 
supplies in the West to reduce conflict, facilitate solutions to complex water issues, and to meet 
the growing needs of expanding municipalities, the environment, and agriculture. The U.S. 
Geological Survey is a partner in WaterSMART. 

The Department plays an important role in providing leadership and assistance to States, Tribes, 
and local communities to address these competing demands for water and to be more energy 
efficient in the operations of its facilities. Reclamation is proposing to increase its share of the 
WaterSMART Program by $27.4 million over the FY 2010 enacted level for total funding of 
$62.0 million. The three ongoing programs include: the WaterSMART (formerly the 
Challenge) grant program funded at $27.0 million; the Basin Study program funded at $6.0 
million; and the Title XVI Water Reclamation and Reuse program ftinded at $29.0 million. 
Through these programs, Reclamation will provide competitive grants for water marketing and 
conservation projects; implement basin-wide planning studies that will help identify the impacts 
of climate change, identify potential adaptation measures and address comprehensive water 
supply and demand in the West; and continue funding of water reuse and recycling projects. 

Other significant programs and highlights include: 

Climate Change Adaptation and Renewable Energy — The Department is implementing an 
integrated strategy for responding to climate change impacts on the resources managed by the 
Department, through the establishment of DOI Climate Science Centers (CSC), Landscape 
Conservation Cooperatives (LCC) and a Climate Effects Network. The 201 1 budget requests an 
increase of $3.0 million for use within Reclamation’s Basin Studies program for total funding of 
$6.0 million to implement West-wide climate change risk assessments. Reclamation will take 
the lead to coordinate work at two LCCs. Reclamation's Science and Technology program will 
devote $4.0 million to support scientific work through the Department’s CSCs. Reclamation is 
also assessing and implementing new renewable energy generation development in association 
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with Reclamation facilities in cooperation with other Federal and State agencies, water users, and 
private sector entities through its Power Program Service program. 

Restoring Rivers — In order to best maintain Reclamation’s ability to meet its core mission goals 
of delivering water and generating hydropower, a growing part of its mission must focus on the 
protection and restoration of the aquatic and riparian environments influenced by its operations. 
This growing focus area will help Reclamation better balance its environmental mission with its 
role as a water supplier and power generator, thus better positioning Reclamation to address the 
ongoing challenges presented by drought, climate change, increasing populations, the growing 
water demand associated with energy generation, and environmental needs. Reclamation's 
Restoring Rivers agenda involves a large number of activities, including its Endangered Species 
Act recovery programs. 

The 201 1 request provides $171.7 million for operating, managing and improving California’s 
Central Valley Project. This amount includes $39.9 million for the CVP, Sacramento River 
Division, Red Bluff pumping plant, which will be constructed to facilitate passage for threatened 
fish species, as well as providing water deliveries. The American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009 also provided $109.8 million for the Red Bluff pumping plant. The funding for 
CVP also includes $11.8 million for the Trinity River Restoration program that includes 
development of a comprehensive monitoring and adaptive management program for fishery 
restoration and construction of channel rehabilitation projects at various sites along the Trinity 
River. This request includes $21.7 million for the CVP Replacements, Additions, and 
Extraordinary Maintenance program, for modernization, upgrade, and refurbishment of facilities 
throughout the Central Valley. 

The request includes $25.3 million for Lower Colorado River Operations to fulfill the role of the 
Secretary as water master for the Lower Colorado River. The request provides funding for 
management and oversight of both the annual and long-range operating criteria for Colorado 
River reservoirs; water contract administration; and implementation of the Lower Colorado 
River Multi-Species Conservation program. The Bureau of Reclamation remains committed to 
maximizing efficient ways to deliver water under its contracts and to conserve water for multiple 
uses, including endangered species protection. 

The budget requests $23.7 million for Endangered Species Act Recovery Implementation 
programs. The request includes $12.7 million in the Great Plains Region to implement the Platte 
River Endangered Species Recovery Implementation program, based upon approval of the 
program by the Secretary and the Governors of Colorado, Nebraska, and Wyoming in late 2006 
and authorized by the Consolidated Natural Resources Act of 2008. Implementation of this 
program provides measures to help recover four endangered or threatened species, thereby 
enabling existing water projects in the Platte River Basin to continue operations, as well as 
allowing new water projects to be developed in compliance with the Endangered Species Act. It 
also provides an increase of $4.9 million for a total of $8.4 million for the Upper Colorado River 
Endangered Fish Recovery program, which was established in January 1988, to provide habitat 
management, development and maintenance; augmentation and conservation of genetic integrity; 
and conservation of other aquatic and terrestrial endangered species. The increase will fund 
construction of a system that automates canal operations to conserve and redirect water for 
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instream flows. 

The Klamath project request is $22.5 million and includes funds for studies and initiatives 
related to improving water supplies to meet the competing demands of agricultural, tribal, 
wildlife refuge, and environmental needs. Key areas of focus include continuing a water bank; 
making improvements in fish passage and habitat; taking actions to improve water quality; 
developing a basin-wide recovery plan; increasing surface and groundwater supplies; and 
continuing coordination of Reclamation’s Conservation Improvement program. 

The Klamath Dam Removal and Sedimentation Studies are being conducted as a result of 
negotiations initiated in 2005 and completed in 2010 regarding restoration of the Klamath River. 
Study results will be used to inform a Secretarial Determination to decide if removing 
PacifiCorp’s four dams on the Lower Klamath River is in the public interest and advances 
restoration of the Klamath River fisheries. The Reclamation request includes $5.0 million to 
further assess the costs and benefits of removing the dams. The Fish and Wildlife Service, 
funded under the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies appropriations subcommittee, also 
has $2.0 million in its request to support these studies. 

The Middle Rio Grande project request is $25.1 million and will continue funding of endangered 
species activities and Reclamation’s participation in the Middle Rio Grande Endangered Species 
Act Collaborative program. Funding of the repair of priority river levee maintenance sites is also 
included. 

The Yakima River Basin Water Enhancement Project request is $12.4 million, which will 
continue funding grants to Benton and Roza Irrigation Districts and Sunnyside Division Board of 
Control, to implement conservation measures and monitor the effects of those measures on the 
river diversions. 

Supporting Tribal Nations — The FY 201 1 Reclamation budget supports tribal nations through a 
number of projects. The request includes $12.5 million for the Animas-La Plata project to 
continue implementation of the Colorado Ute Settlement Act. Project completion is anticipated 
in 2013, and 201 1 funding will provide for directional drilling and pipeline construction on the 
Navajo Nation Municipal Pipeline and the continued filling of Lake Nighthorse. 

The request includes $10.0 million for the Navajo-Gallup Water Supply Project, a key element of 
the Navajo Nation Water Rights Settlement on the San Juan River in New Mexico. The project 
will provide a reliable and sustainable municipal, industrial, and domestic water supply from the 
San Juan River to 43 Chapters of the Navajo Nation. 

The request includes $4.0 million for the Soboba Water Rights Settlement Project to complete 
funding for the payment or reimbursement for constructing, operating, and maintaining the 
portion of the basin recharge project that the United States is responsible for under the 
Settlement Agreement. 

The 201 1 Reclamation budget requests $62.0 million for on-going authorized rural water 
projects. The projects that benefit tribal nations include Mni Wiconi, the rural water component 
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of the Garrison Diversion Unit; Fort Peck Reservation/Dry Prairie; Jicarilla Apache Reservation; 
and Rocky Boys/North Central Montana. Other rural water projects include Perkins County and 
Lewis and Clark. 

Safety of Dams — A total of $95.2 million is requested for Reclamation’s Safety of Dams 
program, which includes $45.0 million directed to dam safety issues at Folsom Dam. Funding 
also includes $29.3 million to initiate other safety correction activities and $19.0 million for 
safety evaluations of existing dams. This includes $1.9 million to oversee the Interior 
Department’s Safety of Dams program. 

A total of $30.3 million is requested for Site Security to ensure the safety and security of the 
public, Reclamation’s employees, and key facilities. This funding includes $9.2 million for 
physical security upgrades at high risk critical assets and $21.1 million to continue all aspects of 
Bureauwide security efforts including law enforcement, risk and threat analysis, personnel 
security, information security, security risk assessments and security-related studies, and guards 
and patrols. 

Section 513 of the Consolidated Natural Resources Act of 2008 includes provisions for the 
treatment of Reclamation site security costs. Under these provisions. Reclamation will collect 
approximately $20.0 million, as indexed for inflation, in security-related operation and 
maintenance costs that are reimbursable under Reclamation law. Approximately 60 percent of 
this amount is reimbursable through up-front revenues. Approximately 40 percent of this 
amount is appropriated and then reimbursed to projects through the normal operations and 
maintenance cost allocation process. 

Policy and Administration 

The $61.2 million request in FY 201 1 funds the development, evaluation, and implementation of 
Reclamation-wide policy, rules, and regulations, including actions under the Government 
Performance and Results Act. These funds are also used for management and performance 
functions that are not chargeable to specific projects and required for ongoing Commissioner’s 
activities. 


Central Valley Project Restoration Fund 

The 2011 budget includes a request of $49.9 million for the CVPRF. This budget request is 
offset by collections estimated at $49.6 million from mitigation and restoration charges 
authorized by the Central Valley Project Improvement Act. The San Joaquin River Restoration 
Fund section below describes the impact that the San Joaquin River Restoration Settlement Act 
has on the CVPRF. 

The 2011 program funds a variety of activities to restore fish and wildlife habitat and populations 
in the CVP service area of California, including: acquiring water for anadromous fish and other 
environmental purposes; providing for long-term water deliveries to wildlife refuges; continuing 
the anadromous fish restoration program with the goal of doubling their natural production; 
monitoring the effectiveness of restoration actions; acquiring fee title or conservation easements 
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to facilitate better management; restoring land to improve wildlife habitat, conserve water, and 
reduce drainage; and continuing funding for fish screens on diversions along the Sacramento 
River. 


San Joaquin River Restoration Fund 

While there is a $72.1 million request for discretionary appropriations in FY 2011, receipts will 
be used, as authorized by the 2009 San Joaquin River Restoration Act, to implement terms of the 
settlement of the litigation. Funding in FY 201 1 will be used to continue planning, engineering, 
environmental compliance, fishery management, water operations, and public involvement 
activities. 


California Bay-Delta Restoration Fund 

The budget requests $40.0 million for the California Bay-Delta Restoration Fund, pursuant to the 
CALFED Bay-Delta Authorization Act that was signed into law on October 25, 2004. The 
legislation provides a six-year Federal authorization to implement the collaborative Bay-Delta 
program. Authorities authorized by the Water Supply, Reliability, and Environmental Act were 
extended until 2014, by the Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 2010. A consortium of Federal and State agencies fund and participate in 
the Bay-Delta program, focusing on the health of the ecosystem and improving water 
management and supplies. In addition, Bay-Delta activities address the issues of water supply 
reliability, aging levees, and threatened water quality. 

Funding for Bay-Delta is requested in the amount of $40.0 million for the following program 
areas: $5.0 million for water storage studies; $3.5 million for the conveyance program; $7.5 
million for water use efficiency; $8.5 million for the science program; $5.0 million for water 
quality assurance investigations; $8.5 million for ecosystem restoration projects; and $2.0 
million for Reclamation’s oversight function to ensure program balance and integration. 

FY 2011 Planned Activities 

Reclamation’s FY 2011 priority goals are directly related to fulfilling contractual requests to 
deliver water and power. These include addressing a range of other water supply needs in the 
West, playing a significant role in restoring and protecting freshwater ecosystems consistent with 
applicable State and Federal law, and enhancing management of our water infrastructure while 
mitigating for any harmful environmental effects. Reclamation will deliver roughly 28 million 
acre-feet of water to meet contractual obligations while addressing other resource needs (for 
example, fish and wildlife habitat, environmental enhancement, recreation, and Native American 
trust responsibilities). 

Reclamation will maintain dams and associated facilities in good condition to ensure the reliable 
delivery of water. Reclamation will maintain a forced outage average of 2.20 that is lower than 
the industry average for similar units to ensure reliable delivery of power. Reclamation has set a 
goal to prevent an additional 12,700 tons of salt from entering the water ways in FY 201 1. The 
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actions Reclamation will take to accomplish this goal include selecting new salinity control 
projects through a competitive process. 

Moreover, the FY 201 1 budget request demonstrates Reclamation’s commitment to meeting the 
water and power needs of the West in a fiscally responsible manner. This budget continues 
Reclamation’s emphasis on managing those valuable public resources. Reclamation is committed 
to working with its customers. States, Tribes, and other stakeholders to find ways to balance and 
provide for the mix of water resource needs in 201 1 and beyond. 

Conclusion 

Mr. Chairman, please allow me to express my sincere appreciation for the continued support that 
this Subcommittee has provided Reclamation. This completes my statement. I would be happy 
to answer any questions that you may have at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF REED R. MURRAY 
PROGRAM DIRECTOR, CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACT OFFICE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BEFORE THE HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT 
ON THE 2011 PRESIDENT'S BUDGET REQUEST 

April 14, 2010 

My name is Reed Murray. I serve as the Program Director of the Central Utah 
Project Completion Act Office under the Assistant Secretary - Water and 
Science in the Department of the Interior. I am pleased to provide the following 
information about the President's fiscal year 2011 budget for implementation of 
the Central Utah Project Completion Act. 

The Central Utah Project Completion Act, Titles II - VI of P.L. 102-575, provides 
for completion of the Central Utah Project (CUP) by the Central Utah Water 
Conservancy District. The Act also authorizes funding for fish, wildlife, and 
recreation mitigation and conservation; establishes an account in the Treasury 
for deposit of these funds and other contributions; establishes the Utah 
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission to coordinate mitigation 
and conservation activities; and provides for the Ute Indian Water Rights 
Settlement. 

The Act provides that the Secretary may not delegate his responsibilities under 
the Act to the Bureau of Reclamation. As a result, the Department has 
established an office in Provo, Utah, with a Program Director to provide 
oversight, review and liaison with the District, the Mitigation Commission, and 
the Ute Indian Tribe, and to assist in administering the responsibilities of the 
Secretary under the Act. 

The 2011 request for the Central Utah Project Completion Account provides 
$43.0 million for use by the District, the Mitigation Commission, and the 
Department to implement Titles II - IV of the Act, which is $1.0 million more 
than 2010. The project is scheduled to be completed by 2021. The project, as of 
March 2010, is 69 percent complete. 

The request for the District includes $37.6 million to fund the designs, 
specifications, land acquisition, and construction of the Utah Lake System ($30.8 
million); to implement water conservation measures ($5.9 million); and to 
implement ground water conjunctive use projects ($1.0 million). 



630 


The request includes $2.5 million for the Mitigation Commission to implement 
the fish, wildlife, and recreation mitigation and conservation projects 
authorized in Title III ($2.2 million) and to complete mitigation measures 
committed to in pre-1992 Bureau of Reclamation planning documents 
($271,000). 

The request also includes $2.9 million for the Program Office for operation and 
maintenance costs associated with instream flows and fish hatchery facilities 
($1.2) and for program administration ($1.7 million). 

Finally, please note there is a proposed change in the format to the 
appropriations language in the justification to make clearer the total amount of 
the appropriation and to be more consistent with traditional appropriations 
language format. 

In conclusion, we appreciate the opportunity to testify before the Committee 
and would be happy to respond to any questions. 
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